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Abstract  
This project focuses on evil committed by ordinary 
people. The main data which has been used for our 
investigation is the Nobel Prize winning book ‘The 
Lord of the Flies’, the famous psychological 
experiment The Stanford Prison Experiment and the 
philosophical reflection on the trial of Nazi leader 
Adolf Eichmann.  
In ‘Lord of the Flies’ we employ a classic literal 
analysis with a special focus on character dynamics 
and group formation. When processing the Stanford 
Prison Experiment we have used Situationist theories. 
And in the last source we have used the Banality of 
Evil and Ervin Staub’s theories of group formation. In 
addition we used the theories of Dehumanization and 
Deindividuation throughout our project.  
The last part of the project also includes a discussion 
of some of the theories and data used in our 
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investigation. Our final conclusion is that there are 
different reasons behind why ordinary people commit 
evil. From the SPE we can conclude that the 
environment and the clear given roles puts people in 
situations where they are more prone to be evil. Tools 
such as Dehumanization and Deindividuation make it 
easier to do certain things towards other people. From 
the ‘Eichmann’ point of view it is evident that 
thoughtlessness is to be there if you are suddenly to 
turn evil. You need to be able to push away your own 
beliefs, or rather, just accept whatever is presented to 
you.  
But this is not enough; as Lord of the Flies shows 
there needs to be a ‘bad apple’, a person who turns 
away from the norms of society, towards a more 
savage way of life. Furthermore this person has to be 
able to lead the ones around him to turn evil with him. 
 
Danish Summary  
Dette projekt omhandler en undersøgelse af emnet 
’Ondskab’ og dets udøvelse blandt det 
gennemsnittelige menneske. Vores 
problemformulering lyder som følgende: Can the 
social setting, which may include terms such as 
dehumanization and deindividuation, explain what 
causes ordinary people to do things which are 
normally considered evil or are there other 
circumstances in play? 
For at kunne besvare dette spørgsmål har vi valgt at 
tage udgangspunkt i 3 hovedkilder. Den første kilde er 
bogen ’Fluernes Herre’ skrevet af William Golding. 
Den næste kilde vi har beskæftiget os med er Stanford 
Fængsles Eksperimentet hvor vi har brugt Phillip 
Zimbardo’s bog ’The Lucifer Effect’ og 
dokumentaren ’The Quiet Rage’ som hovedkilder for 
information om eksperimentet. Den sidste kilde vi har 
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brugt er filosoffen Johannah ’Hannah’ Arendts bog 
’Eichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banality of 
Evil.  
For at bearbejde dette materiale har vi valgt følgende 
teorier: 
1. En litterær analyse af ’Fluerens Herre’ med et 
særligt  fokus på karakterdynamikken og 
gruppedannelse.  
2. Analyse af begivenhederne i Stanford Fængsels 
Eksperimentet ved brug af den psykologiske teori 
’Situationism’.  
3. En vurdering af karakteren Eichmann og hans 
handlinger ved brug af teorien Ondskabens Banalitet. 
4. Teorierne Dehumanisering og Deindividuering som 
værktøj til behandling af alle tre kilder.  
5. Relevante teorier af psykologen Ervin Staub 
vedrørende gruppedannelse.  
 
Projektet består af tre hovedkapitler hvor vi 
gennemgår vores tre hovedkilder og applicerer de 
relevante teorier for at få svar på vores 
problemformulering. Derefter følger en diskussion 
hvor teorierne Dehumanisering og Deindividuering 
bliver kritisk behandlet og efterfølgende en diskussion 
hvor der bliver diskuteret og opsamlet alt de vi har 
fundet frem til i de foregående kapitler. Vi kan 
konkludere ud fra vores undersøgelser af relevante 
materialer, at ondskab ikke alene opstår i en 
deindividualiseret tilstand, men at det tilsyneladende 
også kræver en katalysator.   
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I. Introduction 
There has always been evil in the world. We often 
allude to manifestations of evil in people like Hitler 
who campaigned to exterminate the Jewish people and 
sect leaders like Charles Manson who manipulate 
others to murder. Much time is spent on trying to 
understand these people and it is often accepted that 
this evil emerges in some people. But we are all aware 
that there is more evil than just the occasional 
dictator. What about evil in and between ordinary 
people? What makes a normal individual suddenly 
commit horrible acts towards another person? Is there 
evil in us all, or is it something in our surroundings 
that affects us? 
 
In this project we have chosen to focus on the evil 
committed by the average person. Mainly inspired by 
the Stanford Prison Experiment in which we saw a 
group of ordinary college students harassing each 
other and being downright evil. Were all those people 
in the experiment psychopaths? Did it have something 
to do with the setting? Were they given orders to be 
evil towards each other? We decided to find the 
reason behind this evil. 
 
We have formulated a problem formulation which we 
have tried to answer in this project: 
Can the social setting, which may include terms 
such as dehumanization and deindividuation, 
explain what causes ordinary people to do things 
which are normally considered evil or are there 
other circumstances in play? 
To find the answer we have chosen to apply this 
question to three different sources.  
 
Our first chapter is focused on a work of fiction: the 
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book, ‘Lord of the Flies’ by William Golding. This 
book sees a group of young boys finding themselves 
isolated on an island and in a matter of a few days 
strange thing start happening. The boys start dividing 
themselves into groups, evil starts emerging in them 
and they start doing terrible things to each other. But 
is this only possible in a work of fiction? We have 
chosen to see this as a very accurate picture of how 
evil works between normal people and have therefore 
chosen to analyze the book with that in mind, even 
applying psychological terms as Dehumanization and 
Deindviduation.  
The next chapter is concentrated around the Stanford 
Prison Experiment conducted by Dr. Phillip 
Zimbardo. Here we have analyzed the events and used 
the Psychological term ‘Situationism’ in our attempt 
to answer our problem formulation. 
Our last source deals with the book ‘Eichmann in 
Jerusalem: A Report on the Banality of Evil’. A 
thorough documentation of a man who did not seem 
to be anything special, maybe even a bit stupid, but 
who  had committed inexplicable evil by playing a 
huge part in the extermination of the Jewish people 
during World War II.  
 
We will now guide you through these three sources 
while we search for the answer to our question 
regarding the evil between normal people 
 
Methodology  
We have carefully read our core material and 
observed which method emerged as the best in our 
answering of the problem formulation. In ‘Lord of the 
Flies’ we quickly found out that a literal analysis 
would help us in clarifying the happenings and 
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symbols, and thereafter analyzing the characters and 
groups, which was important to our case.  
In the Stanford Prison Experiment it was quickly 
evident that a ‘Situationist’ perspective would be the 
most beneficial if we were to understand the events 
and use them as an explanation to our questions 
concerning evil.  
In processing Eichmann in Jerusalem we used 
Eichmann as a subject to the theory of Banality of 
Evil, much like in the book, and in addition we added 
our own analysis of him in a way that seemed relevant 
to our project. Throughout all the chapters we have 
used dehumanization and deindividuation as a method 
to find coherence and connection between the 
different sources.  
 
Theory  
Throughout the different chapters we have used 
various theories. We have used the psychological 
theory of ‘Situationism’ and mostly Dr. Phillip 
Zimbardo’s contributions on that theory. Other 
psychological theories which are very prominent in 
our project are the theories of Dehumanization and 
Deindividuation. Ervin Staub’s theories on group 
formation have been used in some of the chapters. We 
have also touched briefly upon the relevance of mirror 
neurons in neuroscience.  
Furthermore we have worked with Hannah Arendt’s 
theory of ‘The Banality of Evil’. 
 
Project Course Reflection 
When we met with our opponent group they gave 
some constructive criticism on our problem statement 
that helped us realizing that it needed to be more 
specific and to the point. The opponent groups’ 
supervisor emphasized that it was especially 
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important to have focus in our project writing process, 
and to sustain a red threat. It was helpful to get 
feedback from someone outside the group, who could 
contribute with a fresh perspective.  
In the project technique courses we talked discussed 
how we would responsibly organize our meetings 
with our supervisor, and we agreed on the possible 
lengths of the meetings and how often they should 
take place. They made rules regarding plagiarism and 
they gave us some tools to help us successfully avoid 
it.  
While working in the group we learned how the 
manage our time and how to plan ahead both with 
regards to homework and meetings. We learned how 
to write together and we brainstormed our ideas a lot.  
 
 
II. Lord of the Flies 
In 1954, William Golding published one of his most 
famous novels “Lord of the Flies”. William Golding 
was born on September 19th 1911 and he died June 
19th 1993. He was, among other things, a teacher and 
a naval officer, and spent six years in the Navy during 
World War 2. Because he lived during WW2 and 
participated in the war as a naval officer, he witnessed 
a lot of savagery and killing, which probably had an 
impact on his style of writing.  
“Lord of the Flies” is about a group of young boys 
lost on an uninhabited island after an airplane-crash. 
The boys divide into groups and make an attempt to 
act in civilized ways, and hope to be rescued, but 
somehow and somewhere their reason is lost, and 
savagery and sadism take over. The young boys are 
all from good families and they are Christian as well, 
but this doesn't stop them from committing horrible 
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acts that leads to several killings. What can influence 
well-raised civilized children into behaving like 
primitive savages? Is it the lack of civilization and 
adults and the possibility of punishment? And should 
there not be something else such as empathy in a 
human being to prevent one from committing such 
acts? We will start with a summary of the text, 
summing up the most important events in the book. 
Then we will examine the characters that are relevant 
to our work with evil and take a close look at the 
group formations displayed throughout the book. We 
will also look into symbols and conflict that support 
the evil themes in the book, and finally the connection 
between the “Lord of the Flies” and the concept of 
Evil.  
 
Summary 
An airplane carrying a group of British schoolboys 
crashes on an uninhabited tropical island during a 
violent storm. There is no sign of the captain, which 
means that the young boys are alone on the island 
without adult supervision. We are following 12 year 
old Ralph – one of the oldest and strongest boys 
present – who quickly finds Piggy, an overweight boy 
the same age as himself, who soon becomes a sort of 
protégé to Ralph. It turns out that many of the other 
boys survived the night before.  
Ralph assembles all of the lost boys by blowing in a 
conch that he and Piggy found on the beach. They all 
seem to be on their own and helpless, except for Jack 
Merridew – another boy the same age as Ralph and 
Piggy – who had gathered around him the boys from 
their school’s boys’ choir. In spite of Jack’s aura of 
authority, it is decided that Ralph is to be chief of 
their freshly formed tribe - after a vote made by rising 
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of hands - while Jack is in charge of his group of 
hunters. Ralph decides that there should be democracy 
within the group, and that whoever holds the conch 
gets to speak their mind, thereby still holding on to 
some basic civilized ways of interacting. A littlun 
holds the conch and asks Ralph what he is going to do 
about the beast that comes out at night, but most of 
the boys do not take the littlun seriously. The boys 
agree that they should build a fire on top of the 
mountain that passing ships will be able to spot, 
giving them an opportunity to get rescued. They use 
Piggy’s glasses to light the fire, even though he 
complains. The first fire that the boys build gets out of 
control, because they all run off to build it before 
Ralph has a chance to discuss with them how this 
should be done in an organized matter. The fire burns 
down some of the forest, and kills a littlun, the same 
one that complained about the beast.  
Ralph tries to organize the boys, and says that they 
should start building huts so that they have shelter in 
case of another storm or the arrival of the beast which 
they have not yet seen. Everybody except Ralph and 
Simon gets tired of laboring with this, and run off to 
either hunt with Jack, or play by the beach. This leads 
to the first conflict between Jack and Ralph.  
After a ship passes by, without noticing the boys’ 
presence on the island, because Jack neglects the fire 
to go hunting instead, which leads to yet another fight 
between Jack and Ralph in which Jack slaps Piggy, 
and the tension grows.  
Jack and the hunters start dancing and singing, and 
they make up a game in which one of them pretends 
to be a pig, and the others hunt him. Jack paints his 
face so that he looks like a savage, and moreover, he 
feels like one. Shortly after this Jack catches and kills 
his first pig.  
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Ralph calls an assembly because the tension regarding 
the beast is growing. Piggy tries to explain to the 
littluns that there is definitely no beast present, and 
appealing to the authority of science. Simon has a 
theory that suggests that the beast is within us, but in 
the end Jack runs off with everybody except Ralph, 
Piggy and Simon to catch the beast.  
During the next night there is an air battle, and a 
parachute falls down carrying a dead man. He lands 
on top of the mountain and the twins Sam and Eric 
mistake him for the beast. Jack, Ralph and some of 
the other boys go out looking for the beast on the one 
place on the island they have not yet explored: Castle 
Rock. Ralph keeps talking about the signal fire, but 
decides that catching the beast is of a higher priority. 
They don’t find it though. When it gets dark Jack, 
Ralph and Roger go looking for the beast again. They 
see the man in the parachute and think it is a beast, 
just like Sam and Eric did, and the boys run away 
terrified.  
When they return Jack wants to be in charge of the 
entire group of boys, but nobody wants him to, so he 
runs off crying, saying that anyone who wants to join 
him in hunting and having fun should come find him. 
More and more of the boys run off to join Jacks tribe, 
and they all begin to paint their faces, and act like 
savages. They kill another pig, and put it’s head on a 
stick as a sacrifice for the beast. They arrange a feast 
by the beach where they are going to roast and eat the 
pig, and everybody shows up except Ralph, Piggy and 
Simon.  
Simon wanders off and sees the pigs head on the 
stick. He thinks that the pigs head speaks to him, and 
the beast tells him that there is no beast on the island 
except for themselves. He passes out, and when he 
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wakes up and walks about he sees the pilot and 
realizes that he is what they were all afraid of.  
When he regains consciousness, he runs to the beach 
to tell all the other kids, where Ralph and Piggy in the 
meantime have gone to the feast as well, to keep an 
eye on the boys, getting something to eat, and warn 
them about a storm. All of the boys play hunters 
dancing around yelling and pretending to kill the 
beast. All of the sudden Simon comes out of the 
bushes and he is mistaken for a beast. The boys 
descend on Simon and kill him.  
The next day Ralph, Piggy, Sam and Eric talk about 
the day before and about Simons’ death. They all 
pretend that they weren’t a part of it. During the night 
Jack and his hunters steal Piggy’s glasses so they can 
make fire independently of Ralph and Piggy. The two 
boys confront Jack and demand Piggy’s glasses back, 
but instead Roger – standing higher up than the others 
– pushes a great big rock down to hit Piggy in the 
head and kills him on the spot. This also shatters the 
conch. Jack throws his spear at Ralph, and Ralph runs 
away and hides. He hides in the bushes, and at 
nighttime he goes back to Jacks tribe to talk to Sam 
and Eric who Jack has made guards. The twins tell 
Ralph that the other boys plan to hunt him down and 
kill him the next day. Ralph goes back to hide in the 
bushes, but soon the hunters discover him. Jack sets 
the entire forest on fire. Ralph runs for his life until he 
collapses on the beach, right in front of a Naval 
officer. At first the naval officer thinks that the boys 
are just playing, but then he realizes that it is a lot 
more serious than that. Ralph tries to use his words, 
but instead he just cries. When the other boys reach 
the beach as well, they can’t do anything but cry 
either.  
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But why do these young English schoolboys treat 
each other the way they do? Is this what is called 
situated cruelty?  We will now with an analysis of the 
main characters in Lord of the Flies, and through 
discussing the symbols and themes, try to answer 
these questions. 
 
 
Characters and group formations 
When reading “Lord of the Flies”, there are indicators 
that maybe William Golding's characters are not just 
English schoolboys, but have a symbolic function as 
well. Let’s think it over: The first character introduced 
is Ralph. He is a handsome young boy, and as 
discovered later, one of the older boys. He is elected, 
by democratic election, to be the leader of the tribe, 
and the young ones look up to him; “...while the most 
obvious leader was Jack. But there was a stillness 
about Ralph as he sat that marked him out: there was 
his size, and attractive appearance...” (Golding, 
2011:19). During his period of leadership he works in 
a democratic way. By arranging assemblies, where the 
boys can discuss their issues, using a conch that gives 
everyone the right to speak, Ralph comes to show that 
he is civilized and fair. Ralph also shows his mature 
and civilized side when all the other boys want to go 
hunting and Ralph stays behind, repressing his urge to 
join the hunt. This civilized rational side that Ralph 
possesses follows him through the entire book, even 
though his good intentions may not work out as 
planned. While he is leader order, rules and equal 
rights are present, which makes us think that he 
represents a civilized, modern and democratic society, 
working in peace through rules and understanding. 
Ralph's complete opposite is Jack, who turns into a 
savage and wild boy. Initially though, he is the leader 
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of a choir and feels like he should be the leader. “I 
ought to be chief,” said Jack with simple arrogance, 
“because I’m chapter chorister and head boy. I can 
sing C sharp,” (Golding, 2011:18). 
When Ralph is elected leader he lets Jack retain 
control of his choir and Jack agrees and seems 
content. At first Jack and Ralph try to get along and 
agree, but as time goes by Jack starts to question 
Ralph’s leadership. Jack wants to hunt and kill, and 
therefore he, as the first of the boys, rebel against their 
democratic society. He makes his own society with 
the promise that the boys will have food and fun 
instead of duties. Jack says: “Listen all of you. Me 
and my hunters, we’re living along the beach by a flat 
rock. We hunt and feast and have fun. If you want to 
join my tribe come and see us. Perhaps I’ll let you 
join. Perhaps not.” (Golding, 2011:154). 
In Jack’s society he, and only he, is the leader and 
dictator. Jack is irrational and represents the worst 
sides of human nature. He has a desire for power, 
which might be in all people, growing in him, ready to 
take over when possible.  
Another important character is Piggy. He is the most 
physically challenged of the boys. He is described as 
fat and hindered by physical problems like asthma. 
Piggy is intellectual and he always has something to 
say, even though the other boys get tired of listening 
to him. They often tell him to shut up and ignore his 
input. He supports Ralph as a leader and gives him 
advice sometimes. Even though Piggy has a lot of 
input and comments he lacks leadership and therefor 
he is often ignored by the other boys. The other boys 
make fun of him, even Ralph at one point, but in the 
end Ralph grows rather fond of him and his inputs and 
support. You could say he represents science and the 
logical qualities that the human nature possesses.  
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Simon, the shy innocent boy plays a part in the book 
that is impossible to overlook. At first Simon is shy 
and as a reader, you don't really think much about 
him. Later on in the book, he develops a lot though. 
He remains innocent throughout the entire book and 
he seeks the truth. When the other boys are afraid of 
the beast he sets out to find it and confront his fear. 
On this journey he sees the sacrifice Jack made to the 
beast, a pig’s head on a stick and he talks to it. “A gift 
for the beast. Might not the beast come for it? The 
head, he thought, appeared to agree with him. Run 
away, said the head silently, go back to the others. It 
was a joke really—why should you bother? You 
were just wrong, that’s all. A little headache, 
something you ate, perhaps. Go back, child, said the 
head silently. […] They were black and iridescent 
green and without number; and in front of Simon, the 
Lord of the Flies hung on his stick and grinned.” 
(Golding, 2011:151-152).  
He faints and when he wakes up he sees what the 
beast really is (a dead pilot in a parachute) and he runs 
down to tell the other boys that they have nothing to 
fear. He is mistaken for the beast and killed by his 
own friends. Simon might represent a religious view. 
He talks to the pig’s head, which they call “Lord of 
the Flies”. This is a synonym for Beelzebub, which in 
Semitic, literally means “The Lord of the Flies”. This 
is the devil that tries to lure Jesus astray in The New 
Testament. The fact that Simon gets killed by his own 
friends when trying to help them get rid of their fear 
can also refer to Jesus and Christianity.  
Besides these four characters, the two twins, Sam and 
Eric, also play their part in the book. At first they are 
introduced as Sam and Eric, but after a while, they are 
referred to as “Samneric”. They do and say exactly 
the same things and their opinion is always 
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unanimous and therefore their names melt together 
into one name.  Samneric do as they are told and Jack 
takes advantage of that. He forces them to be guards 
for him even though they are on Ralph's side. They 
represent a minority. They are being pushed, by 
threats, into doing things they are not fond of, like 
prisoners being harassed by their guards, but they try 
to stay loyal to Ralph. This is seen when Samneric 
have a conversation with Ralph, after Jacks has 
captured them. They warn Ralph about Jack and 
Rogers plan and tell him to run.  
The last prominent character is Roger. In the first part 
of the book he doesn't play a major part, except 
teasing some of the littluns once in a while, throwing 
stones at them without hitting them. This shows that 
he has an urge to hurt, maybe even to kill others, you 
could possibly say that he has some sadistic 
tendencies, but he behaves himself; “Roger's arm was 
conditioned by a civilization that knew nothing of him 
and was in ruins.”(Golding, 2011:65). In the last part 
of the book, Roger plays a profound role. He becomes 
Jack's right hand. He is the one that kills Piggy, by 
pushing a big rock on top of him. Roger represents the 
primitive forces in people. The forces that secretly 
want to hurt others, but are restrained by the rules of 
society. When their society on the island collapses, so 
does Roger’s restraint. 
 
During the boys’ stay on the island, obvious group 
formations happen. At the beginning of the first 
assembly, since all of the boys on the island are 
present, the ‘main group’ is formed, but at the end of 
the assembly two subgroups have already formed; 
Ralph’s group and Jack’s group of hunters. The little 
ones are naturally separated from the older boys. They 
have different agendas, and of course they differ in 
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communication; the little ones play on the beach when 
the old ones work in one way or the other, and when 
the little ones talk of a beast being present on the 
island the older kids taunt them and accuse them of 
making things up or simply suffering from 
nightmares. It is difficult for the reader to separate the 
little ones from each other, since they are hardly given 
any identity, and their personalities do not differ from 
each other at all. In the beginning a few names of the 
little ones are mentioned, but after a while it seems 
that any information regarding them – even their 
names – becomes unnecessary. This is not that strange 
though, since the logic and intelligence of a six year 
old does not match that of the 12 year olds, which 
means that even though these children are trapped on 
the same island, the little ones and the big ones live in 
very separate worlds. 
The two groups lead, respectively, by Ralph and Jack 
are created on the basis of their personal beliefs, and 
what they wish to get out of the situation they are 
suddenly in. While Ralph wishes to create a safety-net 
consisting of huts on the beach, and a potential rescue 
by maintaining the fire, Jack is much more keen on 
hunting for meat and enjoying being free of the 
restraints that exist in a world run by adults. It seems 
that Jack is enjoying his stay in this new world – as a 
savage – which indicates the possibility that his life 
back in civilization was unsatisfying.  
Ralph desperately wishes to go home, and he often 
becomes nostalgic with memories of his past back in 
the civilized world. When the chief is elected by 
election at the first assembly, everybody except the 
choir that belongs to Jack – who most likely act out of 
fear - vote for Ralph, and they do it based on minimal 
information about of the candidates. The reason for 
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the boys’ choice of chief seems to be based on a 
question of appearance; Jack is harsh in tone and 
‘ugly without silliness’, while Ralph is described as 
an attractive boy, who seems to win the crowd over 
with his looks, his stillness and the size of his body. 
This physical and personal rejection that Jack 
experiences at the assembly has a major impact on 
him and on his behavior throughout the rest of the 
story. So, while it seems that Ralph finds a way to 
rationally and clearly work out a plan that will 
potentially get them all safe and sound back to their 
homes, Jack’s head is filled with savage ideas and 
bitterness towards Ralph, and he quickly becomes 
bored with Ralph’s fight to get them all rescued; he 
probably lacked in popularity back home as well as 
here, so he tries to create a new life for himself on the 
island, and has no intention of returning back home 
any time soon. 
Interestingly enough, the popularity of Ralph and the 
endorsement of his values transfer to Jack as the story 
unfolds; it seems that the children forget their purpose 
and after a while away from civilization they 
experience that their actions have no consequences. 
The fascination with playing in the tropical paradise 
that is their temporary island-home and hunting for 
meat becomes more important and exhilarating than 
the possibility of returning back home. 
 
When the members of Jacks hunter-group start 
painting their faces, it becomes more difficult for 
Ralph to recognize them; he is struggling with 
realizing who is who, and thereby each individual is 
lost to Ralph, and instead they become nothing more 
than repetitive members of a large group filled with 
what could just as well be the same person. The 
deindividuation that takes place is not uncommon in 
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groups in general, and could indeed be a very 
plausible reaction to being in a similar situation as the 
boys are in The Lord of the Flies; Ervin Staub’s ‘The 
Roots Of Evil’ on ‘Behavior in groups’ suggests 
following: 
“Belonging to a group makes it easier for people to 
act in ways that are out of the ordinary. Joining a 
group enables people to give up a burdensome self 
and adopt a shared and valued social identity […] 
Anger and hate toward outsiders can come to the fore, 
especially when the groups’ beliefs promote these 
feelings. And they no longer need to take individual 
responsibility for their actions; no one is responsible, 
or the group is responsible, or the groups’ leader.” 
(Staub; 1989: 77) 
This theory is also applicable to the killing of Piggy, 
or at least to the groups’ reaction to the killing of 
Piggy; Roger cold-bloodedly pushes the great rock 
down on Piggy, assuming that he must know that a 
strike like that with a rock that size is almost certain to 
kill him. After Piggy’s dead body has fallen into the 
water and disappeared none of the boys seem to suffer 
any anguish, and Roger is not being blamed any more 
than the rest of the group is. The presence of the rest 
of the group members makes sure that the burden and 
the fault is not on Rogers shoulders alone; it is a joint 
act of evil. 
None of the boys call Piggy by his real name, instead 
Ralph used Piggy’s nickname from Piggy’s past and 
shared it with the others. Piggy is called piggy most 
likely because of his appearance that is noticeably 
different from the other boys; he is short and fat. The 
fact that none of the boys even consider what Piggy’s 
real name is, is an obvious case of dehumanization. 
When Simon is killed at the beach by the hunters, they 
all think that he is the beast, and they don’t hesitate in 
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order to find out whether or not this predetermination 
is correct before they attack. The boys all stab him 
with spears as if he was a bloodthirsty animal about to 
attack them, and in this moment Simon is definitely 
dehumanized as well, since he is killed the same way 
as the hunters would kill just another pig. 
So at the very beginning group formations takes place, 
a chief is elected and responsibilities are handed out. 
After a while a change in the already established 
groups happen. Since most of the boys choose Jack’s 
group rather than Ralph’s, and it seems that their new 
decision is based on instinct and irrationality instead 
of reason which was what Ralph provided. The 
relationships between the young boys become less and 
less civilized throughout the story, and this inevitably 
ends up with deindividuation; the boys become part of 
a group and stop holding on to their own identities. 
When the boys’ identities are lost, it is easier for them 
to perform inhuman acts, such as killing Piggy and 
Simon without feeling any kind of regret. The boys’ 
acts are almost animalistic, but the fact that 
civilization is nowhere around it makes it possible for 
them to act like they do. 
 
Symbols and themes 
William Golding's book is full of symbolism, and we 
have decided to look at some of the most forthright 
and relevant to our project. 
Let's start with the Conch, used during the assemblies. 
The Conch symbolizes democracy and human rights. 
The one who has the conch gets to speak mind, this 
forestalls chaos among the boys. Like Ralph it 
symbolizes civility and order, and when it is smashed 
it is signaling the end of order, and the beginning of 
pure chaos.  
Next we have the beast. The beast is a creature the 
21 
 
boys invent, as though they want to have something to 
be afraid of. The beast might symbolize the fear of the 
unknown and the fear we all have. It can also 
symbolize the evil that William Golding believes all 
people possess, it might even be both.  
“The Lord of the Flies” is, as earlier mentioned s 
literal translation of Beelzebub, the devil that wants to 
tempt Man and bring him to despair. This is a sharp 
contrast to Simon, the innocent boy, who ends up 
talking to this devil. The “Lord of the Flies” is a pig's 
head that Jack puts on a stick as a sacrifice to the 
beast. The boys create the devil themselves. After this 
devil is created the society starts falling apart. This is 
the end of the innocence the boys possesses in the 
beginning.  
The signal fire is a symbol of freedom. Where Piggy's 
glasses (which are used to make the signal fire) 
symbolizes, like Piggy, science and ingenuity. The 
signal fire represents rescue and knowledge. It is the 
boys’ plan to get seen by the passing ships, but as the 
time goes by, the signal fire becomes less and less 
significant and in the end only Ralph and Piggy want 
the signal fire to keep burning. The boys lose their 
desire to go home, and they become absorbed by the 
island and their new society. The signal fire, a beacon 
of hope dies completely when Jack steals Piggy's 
glasses, because they can no longer make the fire. 
This might also be Jack's way of proving that he is 
now the real leader.  
The naval officer in the end is an interesting symbol 
of the ending of the war between the boys. 
 
Main conflicts and evil 
One of the main conflicts in “The Lord of the Flies” is 
the social conflict: civilized society vs. savagery – 
Ralph’s fight for civilization versus Jack’s urge to 
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hunt. It is a battle that goes on through the entire 
book, and is what causes the boys to break into two 
groups in the end.  
Another is the political conflict: democracy vs. 
dictatorship, - once again Ralph's fight for democracy 
versus Jack’ urge to rule. The main conflicts are 
subjects that were relevant in the that time the book 
was written, right after WW2. Both the fight between 
civilization and savagery and the fight between 
democracy/dictatorship can be related to the time 
around the war.   
Another main conflict is boundaries in a civilization 
vs. forces of nature, the primitive/primordial forces. 
When the boy’s civilization crumbles, so do the 
boundaries. After this, there is no more democracy 
and the boys start killing each other. Simon is killed 
first. This is an accident, but the hunters don't have 
any regrets afterward; only Ralph, Piggy and 
Samneric seem to have second thoughts. Walking 
back to their camp, they talk about the preceding 
events. They all try to deny their part in Simon’s 
death, each boy excusing himself by saying he “left 
early”. This is not done malevolently; it is a way of 
psychologically distancing themselves from the 
responsibility and guilt of the killing. 
Next, Roger captures and ties up Sam and Eric. Roger 
is also the one that kills Piggy. When Piggy stands up 
to his leader, Jack, Roger pushes down a rock, hitting 
Piggy on the head. Now that the boundaries are gone 
Roger’s urge to hurt the other, which has been 
suppressed, takes over.  
There is an obvious religious element in the novel; the 
title itself being a direct reference, as earlier 
mentioned. Simon stands for the innocence unable to 
survive while on the island. The pig’s head on the 
spear takes a slightly menacing twist, when it speaks, 
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because, while it speaks truth, it is foreseeing the 
distortion of the boys’ normal, peaceful ways into 
something sinister and deadly. 
When Jack and his hunters paint their faces, they 
detach themselves from the rest of the boys, even 
from humanity, and become an evil entity, killing and 
destroying. We will explore this psychological 
phenomenon later on in our project report. 
 
When Ralph, Piggy and Samneric join the hunters’ 
feast, they end up being accomplices to murder. When 
the dancing, chanting, and “game” begin;“…kill the 
pig, cut her throat, spill her blood”(Golding, 
2011:72), the boys egg each other on more and more, 
the whole scene becoming increasingly violent and 
savage. None of them mean any harm or has any 
intent to kill Simon, it just happens, bringing in a 
situational evil to the story. 
Jack and Roger can seem evil, bullying the younger 
and weaker boys, forcing roles upon them; Jack 
declares himself chief, usurping Ralph’s position as 
the leader, and claims total power. 
Roger becomes a more sadistic “guard”, Jack’s right 
hand, and serves as a threat to Jack’s “subjects” not to 
rebel against him, they are in effect ruling by (force 
and fear). 
As the boys try to build their little society, there are 
basic good intentions, but because they are not mature 
enough to carry out this task, they quickly fall back to 
a typical childish thoughtlessness, where “hunting and 
having fun” are more important than building the 
signal fire and being rescued. It is not an intentional 
avoidance of responsibilities; it is simple 
thoughtlessness, partly to be blamed on them being 
too young to have learned the ways of the world. 
These notions of force and fear, and thoughtlessness 
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we will also explore further on in our project. 
 
Conclusion 
Jack and Ralph each represent different aspects of 
human nature and behavior. Ralph’s group symbolizes 
thoughtfulness and civilized decision-making, while 
Jack’s group symbolizes irrationality and does not 
mind the possible consequences of their actions; 
because of the actual lack of civilization. It seems that 
our civilization is the only thing standing between a 
child like Jack – eager to do bad – and the 
accomplishment of several atrocities. 
Lord of the Flies also incorporates elements of 
deindividuation and dehumanization. Furthermore 
Golding shows how groups can be formed, how the 
members of the groups interact within them, how the 
boys lose their identity for the benefit of the group, 
and what consequences it can have when leaving your 
responsibility on the shoulders of the group, and 
thereby reducing your own fault.  In introducing these 
different theories, it shows that evil might not be as 
simple to explain, and that it deals with a lot of 
different aspects. But our analysis of  the book shows 
an emphasis on evil as a group phenomenon and a 
certain kind of thoughtlessness.    
 
III. Stanford Prison Experiment  
Phillip Zimbardo is sitting in a police car. It is Sunday 
morning on August 14th and the year is 1971. After 
long preparations and much work he is finally on his 
way to arrest a group of college kids, one by one, who 
have volunteered to an experiment he is conducting. 
Even though the arrest is ‘fake’, the police officers 
and the police car are very real, special courtesy of 
Palo Alto Police Department, to make the whole 
happening seem as realistic as possible.  
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At this point no one knew that the events that 
transpired during the next days would come to shape a 
new understanding of just what horrid actions the 
‘average’ man is capable of, when put in certain 
situations. Nobody involved was aware that they were 
creating an environment that would summon sadistic 
Evil in normal college kids. But it certainly did.  
The Stanford Prison Experiment conducted by Dr. 
Phillip Zimbardo made him realize ‘ the power of the 
situation’ and ever since he has been traveling and 
lecturing all around the world about certain terms; 
such as ‘Situational power’, ‘Deindividuation’, 
‘Dehumanization’ and one more commonly known: 
‘Evil’. But what do these terms mean and how does 
that help us understand how a person, who would 
normally be considered normal and healthy, would go 
out and do some horrific things to another human 
being? 
Before we begin to examine these questions we will 
start with an outline of what exactly took place, day 
by day, during the Stanford Prison Experiment. This 
knowledge will be relevant as we afterwards will try 
to analyze those events and build from them as a 
foundation of our further understanding of so called 
‘Evil Actions’. 
 
Events of the Stanford Prison Experiment 
Dr. Phillip Zimbardo, a college professor at Stanford, 
decided to conduct a prison simulation experiment 
along with some other researchers. The original goal 
was to study antisocial behavior and the effect of roles 
(Stanford Prison Experiment, FAQ:1999-2012).  
A paper ad, hour-long assessments and in-depth 
interviews later Zimbardo’s team had a group of 24 
perfectly normal and healthy college students 
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(Zimbardo, 2007:30) they would use for the 
experiment. Half of the students were to be guards 
and the other half prisoners, in a mock prison 
constructed for the purpose, in the psychology 
department in Stanford University. The roles were 
assigned randomly. 
During the experiment these seemingly normal 
students would gradually immerse themselves into 
their assigned roles and act as if they were actual 
prisoners and guards. These are the events that 
transpired day by day1. 
 
Sunday 
The prisoners get arrested, driven in a real police car 
                                                
1: This summary is based on the chapters of  ‘the Lucifer 
Effect’, some event which are either redundant or superfluous 
to our purpose are left out. 
 
 
and brought into the prison blindfolded, to make the 
whole experience seem real from the beginning. Each 
prisoner is decontaminated, given a uniform with a 
number on and a cell where they are supposed to stay. 
The guards are also given a uniform which consists of 
a jacket, a club and a pair of heavy sunglasses, that 
they are to wear at all times. The prisoners are lead 
into the yard and a rule set, manufactured by 
Zimbardo and his team, is recited to the prisoners. The 
last rule says that negligence of the rules may result in 
punishment. 
A ‘Count’ takes place soon after. This is to make sure 
that all prisoners are accounted for and the guards also 
use this time to make the prisoners learn their 
numbers by heart. Failure to recite the numbers, in a 
manner which the guards see as ‘good enough’, 
results in push-ups for the prisoners. At the end of the 
first guard rotation the first prisoner, 8612, is put in 
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the Hole, which is solitary confinement for 
disobedient prisoners. 
A second count, which takes place after the night shift 
of guards arrive, builds upon the creativity of the first 
guards. Now more push-ups are demanded, all the 
prisoners must address the guards as ‘sir’, and some 
prisoners are even made to sing.  
The third count is conducted by the morning shift, 
who arrive at 2:30 A.M., and they wake the prisoners 
up in the middle of the night and continue the push-
ups for almost an hour. 
 
Monday 
Monday morning starts off with another count. Again 
the guards start demanding more and more of the 
prisoners. Another prisoner is thrown in the hole. At 
this point some of the prisoners start to object to these 
conditions by refusing to go into their cells and 
refusing to wear their ID numbers. 
By 10 A.M some of the prisoners have barricaded 
themselves in their cells. Unable to penetrate the 
barricade and get into the cell the guards punish the 
other prisoners by taking away their beds with a 
promise of return when the barricaded prisoners start 
behaving properly. 
When the night shift guards arrive (they are called in 
earlier for assistance) they join up with the other 
guards and together they storm the barricaded cell. 
They strip the prisoners naked and take their beds. 
Meanwhile a work routine has been introduced and 
consists of tedious and repetitive work like picking 
stickers out of blankets. And prisoner 8612 has also 
started complaining that he feels ill. Things are 
rapidly escalating in this simulated prison experiment.  
As the day progresses 8612 is granted a meeting with 
Zimbardo. Here he is offered a deal which says that 
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the guards will stop harassing him if he agrees to act 
as an informant for Zimbardo. But when he returns to 
the prison he continues to act out and tells the other 
prisoners that it is impossible to quit the prison 
experience. Other prisoners recall this moment as a 
realization that everything that was happening was 
very real and not a simulated voluntary experience 
(Zimbardo, 2007:70). 
The level of creativity that the guards use to be cruel 
against the prisoners intensifies. Making them do 
push-ups ‘until they drop’ (Zimbardo, 2007:75), 
complicated patterns of reciting their own numbers 
and different humiliating punishments as a reaction to 
whenever the prisoners fail to execute to the guards’ 
liking. The counts are developing into a sadistic 
playground for the guards which use them for 
experimenting with different forms of penalties. 
At the end of the day prisoner 8612 is released from 
the experiment after showing numerous signs of 
having a mental breakdown. 
 
Tuesday 
As usual the new day starts with another count 
exceeding the ones before in cruelty. By this point the 
prisoners are defecating in buckets placed in their 
cells instead of being led to the bathroom which was 
the case in the beginning.  
Having heard that the released prisoner 8612 is 
planning to break the other prisoners out, Zimbardo 
plants an informer, in form of an assistant of his, in 
the prison to learn what the prisoners know about this. 
But David quickly connects with the prisoners and 
does not tell Zimbardo anything useful. 
Tuesday is also the day where the prisoners’ families 
are supposed to come for a visit. Therefore the 
prisoners spend the day cleaning the facilities to make 
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it look presentable for the people visiting. They are 
also served a nice hot meal to make them more 
comfortable and less likely to complain during the 
visitation. 
The visits consist of the prisoner meeting with their 
respective family member or friend, supervised by a 
guard, and a meeting with Dr. Zimbardo. The visitors 
all agree to the conditions laid out by Zimbardo and 
his staff and act as if they are visiting a real life 
prison. None of the prisoners make requests that their 
families help them get out of the prison.  
There have been rumors about a break out going 
around so after the visits have ended, Zimbardo and 
his team transport the whole prison and wait for the so 
called break out squad consisting of prisoner 8612 and 
his friends. No one ever shows up and it is evident 
that it was all an absurd rumor.  
 
Wednesday 
This day a priest is visiting the prison to have 
conversations with each of the prisoners. The 
prisoners have all transformed so well into their roles 
as prisoners that they are acting as if he is a real 
prison chaplain. Some of them even consult with him 
in regards to getting some legal consult from a lawyer.  
Another prisoner, 819, is also released after suffering 
a break down from being put in the hole often and 
forced to ‘’clean out the toilets with his bare hands 
and move boxes back and forth endlessly and 
mindlessly along with all the prisoners.’’ (Zimbardo, 
2007:108). The informer, who was planted the day 
before, is released and a new prisoner is inserted to 
take his place; prisoner 416.  
The guards still continue to harass the prisoners in 
different ways. Today they are making all the 
prisoners write a letter home, carefully dictated by a 
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guard, which says that there is no need for their 
families to come and visit them since they are having 
such a great time in prison. Afterwards the prisoners 
are refused food and made to sing Amazing Grace 
while doing push-ups (Documentary: “Quiet Rage”). 
New prisoner 416 decides to go on a hunger strike as 
a protest to the harsh conditions in the prison. He is 
put in the hole with orders to hold sausages in his 
hands. The guards warn the other prisoners that 416 
actions will have consequences for them as well and 
they make them express how they feel to 416 by 
banging on the door to the hole and yelling at him.  
In further continuation of the guard’s cruelties, they 
make some of the prisoner act as if they are 
Frankenstein and his bride, ordering them to walk in a 
certain way and stand close to each other saying that 
they love one another. They also go further by making 
the prisoners pretend to hump each other and other 
perversions.  
416 still refuses to eat. The guards are so frustrated 
that they let the other prisoners decide; either 416 
stays another day in the hole or all the other prisoners 
lose their blankets. They decide to keep their blankets 
and to keep 416 in the hole.  
 
Thursday 
Thursday morning one of the prisoners, 5704, gets in 
a physical altercation with one of the guards. His 
punishment is being thrown in the hole and being 
chained to his bed afterwards. 
Another two prisoners are released because of signs of 
severe stress from the prison experience. 
Prisoner 416 is still fasting and he is starting to get 
sympathy from some of the prisoners and even one of 
the guards. 
5 days into the experiment the guards’ cruelties during 
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the counts have escalated to a point where they are 
making the prisoners stand and yell obscenities at 
each other, hump each other as ‘male-camels’ and 
pretend to have sex with a hole in the ground 
(Zimbardo, 2007:172).  
This Thursday is also the day that Zimbardo is 
confronted by his girlfriend and finally realizes that 
his experiment has spun totally out of control. After 
consulting with his team they decide to shut it down 
the next day.  
 
Friday 
Despite being told by Dr. Zimbardo to take it easy at 
the count the guards still continue their harassment. 
The prisoners are visited by a public defender with 
whom they get to discuss their individual cases. After 
that it is announced that the experiment is done and 
the prisoners are ‘free’. This is followed by a meeting 
and debriefing with the prisoners and guards.  
 
From College Students to Prison Guards 
After this outline of the events of the Stanford Prison 
Experiment one thing should be very evident: the 
guards were going out of their way to harass the 
prisoners. The rules which the prisoners were 
supposed to follow were very clear-cut; for instance 
rule nr. 2: ‘Prisoners must eat at mealtimes and only 
at meal times’(See attachment 1). These rules didn’t 
leave much room for interpretation and should be very 
straight forward for the prisoners to follow and for the 
guards to enforce. The only rule which contains 
ambiguity is the last one: ‘Failure to obey any of the 
above rules may result in punishment.’(See 
attachment 1).  
Now, this rule hints that the guards are allowed to 
punish the prisoners if they fail to obey the rules 
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(physical punishment was prohibited by Zimbardo 
and his staff), but it certainly does not say or even 
encourage the guards to make the prisoners sing 
Amazing Grace or do homosexual gestures towards 
each other. But why did they do it then? Why did they 
make them do these cruel things in a matter of a few 
days with no other guidelines to their cruelty but their 
own imagination?  Are they all just mere psychopaths 
who were handed the reins to a mock prison? 
We will start by answering the last of these questions 
as it is the easiest one to answer (if we assume that a 
psychopath is the antonym to a normal human being 
like you and I).  
All of the participants in the Stanford Prison 
experiment were normal college kids. In Zimbardo’s 
own words:  
 
‘’ about a hundred men who answered our ads in the 
Palo Alto Times and The Stanford Daily. We screened 
out the obvious weirdoes, the ones with prior arrests 
of any kind, and any with medical or mental 
problems. After an hour long psychological 
assessment and in-depth interviews by my assistants, 
Craig Haney and Curt Banks, we selected twenty-four 
of these volunteers to be our research subjects.’’ 
(Zimbardo, 2007:30). 
 
So it should be clear that the volunteers were much 
like you and I. Answering a paper ad which promised 
to pay them 15 dollars a day (which, if translated to 
the buying power today, would be something like 85 
dollars a day) (Dollartimes, Inflation Calculator: 
2007-2012) and all they had to do was pretend they 
were prisoners or guards for two weeks. This is a 
good summer pay day for a college student. Surely 
you and I would answer the same ad in hopes of 
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obtaining some easy money. But this is about as close 
as I believe we would like to be associated with these 
volunteers. Because surely, you and I wouldn’t make 
some volunteer prisoners do a hundred push-ups and 
sing Row, Row, Row Your Boat? Or would we?  
In the words of prisoner 416 (the one who refused to 
eat), when asked what he would do if he was in the 
guard position, ‘’I don’t know. I can’t tell you that I 
know what I’d do’’(Documentary: “Quiet Rage”). 
And that is the mindset we are going to have to 
occupy in our further dissertation answering the 
question of ‘How did these evidently normal people 
do these evil actions?’ 
We will firstly try to explore and understand the term 
‘Situational Power’ which might hold the answer to 
our question. Afterwards we will try to understand 
two keywords; Dehumanization and Deindviduation, 
which act as tools helping people to execute this evil 
 
 
Power of the Situation  
It’s the 21st century and we are living in the Western 
World. Most of us are raised and taught to think that 
we are individuals and that we are special. There is no 
one exactly like you! Well, while that might be true to 
some extent (more for some than for others), if we 
follow the idea of ‘Situationism’, you cannot be sure 
that your personality or individuality is going to 
sovereignly govern your actions in any situation. As 
Zimbardo and other Situationism psychologists claim: 
the power of a current situation is stronger and more 
likely to determine how you are going to act than say 
your personal values and obtained ethics.  
The Stanford Prison Experiment serves as a testament 
for the truth in that given premise. It is one of the 
stronger situationist studies and, as outlined in the 
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summary of the course of the experience, it showed 
just how normal college students reacted to the prison 
situation rather than reacting to their own self known 
values.  
But it can still be puzzling how these young people 
already started being so creatively evil in a matter of 
one single day. Sure, if they were acting as prisoners 
and guards for a year something like this might 
happen, but how is it possible in one day? It is 
important to understand that Zimbardo and his team 
worked intensely to make sure that all the 
surroundings resembled that of a real prison. But 
looking at the pictures one can clearly see that it still 
looks very much like a school building, even the so 
called hole (solitary confinement) is just a closet, so it 
can’t be just the influence of the surroundings.  
To make this transformation from Student to Prisoner 
and Student to Guard, Zimbardo and his team used a 
variety of ‘tricks’ to help the volunteers commit more 
easily to their new roles. As an example the prisoners 
were given numbers instead of their real names as a 
link in their dehumanization process (we will explore 
this term later in the paper), and already by 
Wednesday most of them said their number instead of 
their real name, when introducing themselves to the 
visiting priest.  
But tricks and processes aside these students still 
immersed themselves pretty quickly in their assigned 
roles. As documented; some of the prisoners broke 
down in a matter of days because of the intensive 24 
hours a day imprisonment. The only reason that they 
were experiencing it so forcefully was because they 
were completely into their roles. Even the guards who 
were working in shifts reported that their new 
personalities were starting to rub off on them when 
they were at home: one guard reported to have 
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become more authoritative towards his girlfriend. 
At no point did any of those involved express that 
they wanted to leave. Their contract clearly stated that 
they were free to leave at any point. All it required 
was for them to speak up and say that they wanted 
out. But controlled by the power of the situation it 
wasn’t possible for the prisoners to free themselves. 
They even believed it when prisoner 8612 told them 
they couldn’t leave, without ever questioning the 
validity of it.  
The Stanford Prison Experiment paints a powerful 
picture of how influential the situational power can 
be. It helps us explain how normal people, who have 
done nothing wrong, can come to believe that they are 
prisoners in a matter of a few days. And more 
importantly (for our study, at least) how normal 
people can turn into sadistic prison guards and 
commit evil. The power of situation is a big factor, 
and as this experiment shows: it probably is even 
bigger than the power of our own individuality.  
 
Dehumanization and Deindviduation  
There are two terms which Zimbardo uses as an 
important component as to why these people were 
able to do the things they did in such a thoughtful 
manner. We have already come across them briefly in 
the Lord of the Flies chapter, but here we will try to 
explain how they fit in the understanding of the 
Stanford Prison Experiment.  
 
Dehumanization 
As the word hints this is the process of dehumanizing, 
meaning turning another human being into something 
else to make it easier to do certain things. You 
transform a person into something else in your mind; 
call a man a dog for two weeks straight and it should 
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be easier to give him a leash on in the end. Or in 
Zimbardo’s own words: ‘’ Dehumanization is like a 
cortical cataract that clouds one's thinking and fosters 
the perception that other people are less than 
human.’’ (Zimbardo, 2007:12) 
This process is ongoing through most of the 
experiment as the guards dehumanize the prisoners in 
different ways. One of the harsher guards refers to the 
prisoner’s cells as cages (Zimbardo, 2007:114) thus 
dehumanizing the prisoners as animals living in cages. 
Another more concrete example is another guard, 
Vandy, who recollects how he saw the prisoners as 
being rather sheep like by Thursday and recollects: ‘’ 
I thought of them as sheep and I did not give a damn 
as to their condition.’’(Zimbardo, 2007:114). 
Throughout different interviews most of the guards 
explain how they gradually forgot that the prisoners 
were people and that helps explain how the guards 
were able to treat the prisoners the way that they did. 
 
Deindviduation 
This process is something that we have already 
stumbled on continuously in our transcription of the 
events in the prison. It is when you detach a person’s 
individuality to make them a part of a larger group 
and in a large sense make them anonymous. We see 
this being done deliberately in the experiment in the 
whole setup by Zimbardo and his staff. They give the 
guards matching outfits and give the prisoners 
numbers instead of names. This helps make the 
already determined group formation even more 
apparent. It helps take away any conscience problems; 
you are a guard, part of a guard group doing these evil 
actions, and not a person. You are doing these actions 
against a group of numbers, not people, and therefore 
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it is more justified.  
 
Conclusion 
After a transcription of the Stanford Prison 
Experiment events, a reflection of the situationist 
perspective of these events and a definition of the 
tools used during the same events we have sufficient 
information to make a conclusion on our 
understanding of evil. So let us, with this newfound 
enlightenment, ask the same question again: how can 
a person, who would normally be considered 
otherwise normal and healthy, do horrific things to 
another human being? 
Well as the Stanford Prison Experiment shows it has 
much to do with setting and situation. When a normal 
person is faced with situations where there is room to 
commit evil he does not draw as much on his personal 
beliefs, as one would think, but rather acts as the 
situation demands of him. If the situation demands 
you to be a prison guard you will act accordingly. But 
there are certain tools which will pull you more in the 
wrong direction. By dehumanizing other people, 
seeing them as something you have nothing in 
common with, it is easier to be evil towards them. 
This is what makes us do evil, says Zimbardo. When 
we are put in a wrong situation, hidden behind 
impersonal unity, and when we do not recognize the 
subject of our evil to be human. 
 
IV. Hannah Arendt: Eichmann in Jerusalem 
In November, 1945 the world saw a true parade of 
evil figures and deeds presented. It was in November 
of this year that the Nuremberg Trials began; a series 
of prominent names, each of which had had a part to 
play in orchestrating the indescribable horrors that 
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took place during the 6 years of the Second World 
War. 
When dealing with how or what makes people do evil, 
there is an abundance of subjects, for further 
analytical study, to choose from. One person who 
stands out was mentioned on more than one occasion 
during the Nuremberg Trials, though he hadn’t 
actually been found at that time, and hence could not 
be made to stand trial alongside his fellow 
perpetrators. His name was Adolf Eichmann. This 
man had been solely occupied with the “Jewish 
Question” – meaning he was the man who organized 
the transportation of the Jews who were found 
unwanted, and were to be sent elsewhere to be dealt 
with. 
Eichmann wasn’t arrested until 1960, fifteen years 
after the accusations of the Nuremberg Trials echoed 
across the world. When he was finally found in 
Buenos Aires, Argentina, and brought to Israel to 
stand trial, the whole business of him caused a great 
stir everywhere. Several books and papers on the his 
business  and the man himself Adolf Eichmann have 
been written, but we have chosen to look at the whole 
case of him through the book “Eichmann in 
Jerusalem, A Report on the Banality of Evil”, written 
by philosopher Johannah “Hannah” Arendt, who was 
present during the trial in Jerusalem. We will start by 
looking at the man himself, beginning with his 
childhood and adolescence, through his many schools, 
jobs and organizations, before finding his way to the 
S.S. and his position as the “expert on the Jewish 
question”, his fall from glory and how he found his 
way to relative anonymity in Argentina before being 
sought out and put on trial. 
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The man himself and his life 
Otto Adolf Eichmann was born on March 19th, 1906, 
in Solingen near Düsseldorf in present-day Western 
Germany, to Karl Adolf Eichmann and his wife 
Maria, as the eldest of five children. His father 
worked for the “Tramways and Electricity Company” 
in Solingen, and in 1913 he was transferred to Linz in 
Austria, which the family then moved to. 
Young Eichmann never even remotely excelled as a 
student; for lack of results or commitment, his father 
pulled him out of both high school and vocation 
school prior to graduation. Some of his 
unsuccessfulness in school may be explained by the 
fact that his mother died when he was ten years old. 
When Karl Adolf left his company and started his 
own small mining business, he put his eldest son to 
work as an ordinary miner, but only until he could 
find him something else to do. This ended with a job 
in the sales department of the Oberösterreichischen 
Elektrobau Company. After a couple of years in an 
unpromising job, a Jewish friend of the family 
acquired a job for Eichmann as a traveling salesman. 
In 1932 he was transferred from Linz to Salzburg. He 
was very unhappy about this and later stated that this 
was the first of several times where he completely lost 
joy in his work, which affected him greatly. 
In his childhood he had been a member of several 
youth organizations; he was a man who liked or, as it 
seems at times, even needed to be part of some 
organization or other; to have a set of rules put to him 
to live by and superiors to give him orders. When 
belonging to a group it was possible for him to fulfill 
his ambitions; something he could not do by himself. 
As Staub says, being part of a group “…can diminish 
a burdensome identity and give people an oceanic 
feeling of connectedness, of breaking out of the 
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confines of the individual self.” (See attachment 2). In 
that way, Eichmann was able to break away from his 
own personal conflict and, his ambitions and qualities 
were enhanced in the group conscience, and reached 
further than he would be able to on his own. 
And so, later in 1932 in Salzburg, Eichmann joined 
the National Socialist Party and the S.S. According to 
his own statements and his personality in general, he 
didn’t join because of political beliefs; he was 
ambitious and under-stimulated in his salesman’s job, 
while the S.S. was always developing, changing, and 
he, more or less a failure, could build a career for 
himself there. 
All things and institutions connected with the Nazi 
Party were suspended in 1933 however, when Hitler 
made Reich chancellor, and Eichmann was left 
without a job. Upon returning to Germany, where he 
still had his nationality and citizenship, he was sent to 
two S.S. camps in order to get military training. “All 
right with me, I thought to myself, why not become a 
soldier?” (Arendt,1964: 20) 
He did his training, advancing to become a corporal. 
In connection with this, it is relevant for us to notice 
that what distinguished him the most during his time 
in these camps – which lasted about a year, from the 
summer of 1933 until the summer of 1934 – was 
punishment drill, which he “performed with great 
obstinacy, in the wrathful spirit of ‘Serves my father 
right if my hands freeze, why doesn’t he buy me 
gloves.’” If this is not a sign of a feeling of neglect 
from Eichmann’s side, it is at least a show of 
frustration against his father, which may very well 
have significance to him through his life. 
He married in 1935, having been engaged for 2 years, 
and it is suggested that he might have done this partly 
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because bachelors in the S.S. were an suspect bunch 
and beyond promotion. 
 
Career in the S.S. and the fate of the Jews 
In 1934 Eichmann applied for a job in the S.D., a 
subdivision in the S.S., and was accepted. He was put 
in the Information department; at the bottom, having 
to work his way up. Here he was again, as he had 
been before in his life, dreadfully bored, and grateful 
when he, four months later, was put into a new 
department that was to deal with Jews. The Jews were 
considered an unwanted part of the population; in 
January, 1939 – seven months before the war broke 
out – Hitler said that war would bring “the 
annihilation of the Jewish race in Europe.” (Arendt, 
1964: 78). Eichmann’s department’s main 
responsibility was the logistics regarding the 
relocation of Jewish people; passports, estate 
handling, transportation – each person dealt with 
according to his or her citizenship, as well as marital 
and social status. 
Eichmann put a great deal of energy into his job, and 
within four years he became head of his section and 
an expert of the Jewish question. The Jewish question 
was the Nazi way of talking about how to rid their 
Reich of the Jewish population, and the process of this 
ethnic cleansing underwent three stages of severity. 
In March of 1938, Eichmann’s job had been specified 
as downright expulsion, where up to that point it had 
been made clear that Jews were ill thought of and 
encouraged, but not forced, to leave the country. Now 
it was made very clear that all Jews had to vacate the 
country. They were in some cases rounded up at their 
homes and told to only bring their passports, and 
Eichmann was the one charged with organizing the 
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transportation of these people out of Germany. This 
was the first stage of how the Nazis planned to solve 
the Jewish question. Things got more severe shortly 
after the war broke out, on September 1st 1939, when 
German military commenced the invasion of Poland. 
In 1939, Eichmann’s superior announced that the 
second stage in the ethnic cleansing was the 
concentration of Jews in selected places. The acreage 
of Poland, for instance, had been divided between 
Germany and the Soviet Union, and the German part 
was again divided in two; “the Western Regions, 
which were incorporated into the Reich, and the so-
called Eastern Area… was known as the General 
Government.” (Arendt, 1964: 73). No more than a few 
months after receiving these new specifications, 
Eichmann had organized the transportation of Jews 
both from within the Reich and the annexed part of 
Poland. 
The final stage became clear in August 1941, when 
Eichmann was informed of the establishment of  death 
camps, where the unwanted masses; by now including 
other minority groups apart from Jews, such as 
Gypsies, homosexuals and so on, were to be killed. 
Eichmann again reported to have “never thought of 
such a thing, such a solution through violence. I now 
lost everything, all joy in my work, all initiative, all 
interest; I was, so to speak, blown out.” (Arendt, 
1964: 83-84). Nevertheless, he was invited to see 
these death camps, and shortly after his first visit he 
embarked on mass deportations of the unwanted souls 
to these killing centers. This leaves out any possibility 
of the excuse that he didn’t know what was happening 
to the people he was transporting. 
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The end, escape and capture 
When Germany’s position in the war started 
deteriorating, because of the armed Soviet forces 
crossing into Germany, Eichmann was called to 
Berlin on February 5th, and in April of that year he had 
his last official meeting with his superior, Himmler. 
Eichmann never got around to following the order he 
was given at that time, as Soviet forces were 
occupying ever more of Germany, and he was 
receiving several orders and directives which proved 
counter effective and unattainable. The Reich was 
falling apart. On April 16th Soviet forces started their 
campaign on Berlin and on April 30th Hitler 
committed suicide. 
Shortly after, Eichmann left his duties and started 
traveling under an assumed name. He was caught, 
however, by American troops, and put in a camp for 
S.S. men, but the Americans never learned of who he 
was, though he revealed his identity to some of the 
other inmates. In November, 1945, the Nuremberg 
Trials began, and Eichmann, feeling the ground 
burning under him, managed to flee the camp and 
found his way to Lüneberger Heide, south of 
Hamburg, where a brother of a fellow inmate of the 
camp had gotten him a job where he could work while 
living under an assumed name, strengthening the 
belief that he was dead. In 1950 he was able to obtain 
a refugee passport, slipping through Austria to Italy 
and eventually to Argentina where he, again, obtained 
identification papers and a working permit, and hence 
was able to live and work under an assumed identity. 
On May 11th, 1960, he was apprehended by Israelis, 
brought to Israel on the 20th and put on trial on April 
11th, 1961. 
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The peculiarity of Adolf Eichmann 
“There was only one man who had been concerned 
almost entirely with the Jews, whose business had 
been their destruction, whose role in the establishment 
of the iniquitous regime had been limited to them. 
That was Adolf Eichmann.” (Arendt, 1964: 10). 
It is undeniable that Eichmann had a great deal of 
responsibility when it came to the extermination of 
the Jewish population in Europe, but it can be slightly 
difficult, as the court in Jerusalem found out, to 
pinpoint exactly how much Eichmann can be proved 
responsible for. He was a man who liked to brag, 
show of, and lie to promote himself, his deeds and 
responsibilities. During the trial he contradicted 
himself on more than one occasion, raising doubts as 
to his sincerity and memory, first distancing himself 
from particular incidents taking place during the war 
years, and a moment later saying it was his idea; it 
was his triumph, so to speak. He seems to have been 
undecided within himself as to whether he was 
innocent of most of what he was accused of, or 
whether he in fact was a mastermind in the 
organization, having done so many things worth 
mentioning. He certainly does not once try to 
downplay his overall role in regards to the deaths of 
millions of people. It seems as if – while knowing that 
the more is pinned on him, the guiltier he becomes – 
he seeks acknowledgment for the things he has done, 
along with things he blatantly hasn’t done. 
While living in hiding in Argentina, he spent much 
time talking to members of a large Nazi colony, and 
here he had no second thoughts about revealing his 
true identity. In 1952 he had his wife and children join 
him, and soon after he remarried his wife, who never 
changed her name to an assumed one. Furthermore, 
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when a child was born to him, it was registered with 
the surname of Eichmann. 
It is obvious that he went to no great lengths to hide 
who he was. Years before he was found, he had 
written how tired he was of his anonymity, how bored 
he was – as seen in earlier times of his life, boredom 
was a great aversion of his – he was “fed up with 
being an anonymous wanderer between the worlds” 
(Arendt, 1964: 47), and it must only have made it 
worse that he would have kept hearing his own name, 
without being able to acknowledge his true identity 
and have the “admiration” he seems to have expected 
given to him – his fondness of bragging and self-
promotion must have near strangled him. 
In Jerusalem, he claimed to have been well aware that 
he was being hunted down and he did nothing to 
avoid being found. As he put it, “I could have easily 
disappeared, but I did not do it… let things catch up 
with me. I could have found employment without any 
difficulty, with my papers and references. But I did 
not want that.” (Arendt, 1964: 110). He said he was 
“pleased… at this opportunity to sift the truth from 
the untruths that had been unloaded upon [him] for 
fifteen years”. (Arendt, 1964: 105). He reportedly said 
that he was “proud of being the subject of cross-
examination that lasted longer than any known 
before.” (Arendt, 1964: 105). That last statement 
especially goes to show how he felt all the more 
significant and special as a result of the trial. 
 
The Banality of Evil 
Adolf Eichmann was brought to trial at the High 
Court in Jerusalem accused of crimes against 
humanity committed against the Jewish people and 
war crimes. Prior to the trial, he was put through a 
mental examination which showed that not only was 
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he not insane, he was as Hannah Arendt put it 
terrifyingly normal. It may have been easier to 
understand or cope with, if the entire tragedy could be 
blamed on a group of sadistic monsters, but seemingly 
this wasn’t the case. This normality of Eichmann’s 
raised the question that if he wasn’t mentally ill, but 
actually rather ordinary, how then could he have been 
involved in the horrors of the “Final Solution”?  How 
could a normal person knowingly transport thousands 
of people to the death camps? 
Eichmann might not have been especially smart, 
maybe even a little dumb, but what really stood out 
about Eichmann was his thoughtlessness. When asked 
questions about his actions he would usually answer 
in old Nazi clichés. He defended his actions by saying 
that the only thing he really could have done wrong 
was if he had not obeyed the orders from the state. It 
didn’t seem as though he had spent much time 
thinking about the morals involved, in fact the one 
time he does speak of it, he mentions a more or less 
correct version of Immanuel Kant’s categorical 
imperative (see attachment 3), however instead of 
using it in contrast to the deportation and murder of 
Jews, he uses it to explain why he had to follow the 
orders he was given. (see attachment 3) It was first 
and foremost Eichmann’s ability to shove any critical 
independent thought away that made him incapable of 
doing his job. He claimed not to hate the Jews and he 
pointed out that he had Jewish friends and that he had 
helped some escape. 
It seems to be true that he helped a small number of 
Jewish friends escape, and it is possible that 
Eichmann did not hate Jews; he sympathized strongly 
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with Zionist thinking.2 He had picked up this idea of 
separation mainly after reading Theodor Herzl’s book 
“Der Judenstaat”. 
Hannah Arendt points to another way Eichmann failed 
in critical independent thinking: He never allowed his 
ideas to be challenged; he never read anything that he 
didn’t know agreed with this Zionist thinking. 
 
Eichmann’s defense 
In general Eichmann only, according to Arendt, 
thought for himself on two separate occasions 
throughout the war, which was noticed or emphasized 
by him disobeying a superior order. He managed not 
to think for himself at all or at least not until the final 
                                                
2
 : Zionist Jews were a religious subgroup who believed 
that the Jews should have/were entitled to an independent state. 
 
 
solution was presented to him where he for the first 
time went against his orders. It should be noted, 
however, that it is possible that he refused to obey 
Himmler because he didn’t think Himmler had the 
authority to stop Hitler’s order. It is also possible, 
maybe even probable that Eichmann simply didn’t 
recognize Himmler’s orders as valid. 
 
”Eichmann, much less intelligent and without any 
education to speak of, at least dimly realized that it 
was not an order but a law which had turned them all 
into criminals. The distinction between an order and 
the Führer's word was that the latter's validity was 
not limited in time and space, which is the outstanding 
characteristic of the former. This is also the true 
reason why the Führer's order for the Final Solution 
was followed by a huge shower of regulations and 
directives, all drafted by expert lawyers and legal 
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advisors, not by mere administrators; this order, in 
contrast to ordinary orders, was treated as a law. 
Needless to add, the resulting legal paraphernalia, far 
from being a mere symptom of German pedantry and 
thoroughness, served most effectively to give the 
whole business its outward appearance of legality.” 
(Arendt, 1964: p. 149-150) 
 
What is certain is that Eichmann seemed to continue 
his transportation of the enemies of the Reich, as he 
called them, long after the order was given to stop. 
The trial turned out to be rather bizarre. In the 
beginning, Eichmann’s defense spent much time 
talking about how Eichmann didn’t personally have 
anything against the Jews. They explain how he 
helped Zionist Jews to get land and money. They are 
very much trying to make Eichmann look like 
someone who only helped Jews already wanting to 
leave Germany. This was true to some extend; the 
Nazi regime did group the Jews into different 
categories. The Zionist Jews were in the more “liked” 
category, partly because they were largely willing to 
leave the country, and partly because the Nazis could 
identify with their nationalistic ideals. This attitude 
towards the Zionists would change later in the war. 
The defense also claimed that Eichmann had helped 
Jews in Palestine gain access to farms and money, 
however when questioned about it, Eichmann had 
great difficulty remembering exactly what happened. 
What he did recall was how he thought out a genius 
plan to avoid the Jews going to concentration camps; 
he was going to ship them all to Madagascar. 
However, the plan proved impossible and 
furthermore, it turned out that it wasn’t Eichmann’s 
idea at all to begin with. It was one of the more 
puzzling claims in Eichmann’s defense. On one hand 
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his lawyers were trying to downplay his importance in 
the handling of the Jews, but at the same time 
Eichmann claimed to be behind this elaborate scheme 
to solve the Jewish question. It’s probably things like 
these that made Hannah Arendt describe him as 
slightly dumb. Another explanation might be that 
Eichmann had some histrionic character traits (see 
attachment 4) and that he simply at some level was 
trying to take credit for some actions that weren’t his. 
Generally Eichmann claimed that he didn’t remember 
much whenever he was questioned about specifics, 
and when he did it was often far from the truth. He 
would at one time claim to have helped thousands of 
Jews to escape another claim that could be proved a 
lie. This tendency towards lying and bragging often 
about things he had no involvement in also led to the 
prosecutor raising some exaggerated claims about 
Eichmann’s involvement in the Final solution. There 
were four main points: 
 
“… (1) by ‘causing the killing of millions of Jews’; (2) 
by placing‘millions of Jews under conditions which 
were likely to lead to their  physical destruction’; 
(3) by ‘causing serious bodily and mental harm’ to 
them; and  (4) by ‘directing that births be banned and 
pregnancies interrupted among Jewish women’…” 
(Arendt, 1964: 244). 
 
He was not directly charged with any of the points, 
but had he been completely cleared it would have 
destroyed the prosecutor’s case, although he would 
not have avoided his death sentence; “I know that the 
death sentence is in store for me.” (Arendt, 1964:113) 
On the 20th of June his defender called Eichmann 
himself as a witness and interrogated him until the 7th 
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of July, after which a cross-examination began, lasting 
until the 20th of July. This was the longest cross-
examination that had ever been recorded in an official 
case. 
On the 11th of December Eichmann was found guilty 
on 15 points; 12 of the points carried the death 
penalty. 
Eichmann tried to explain how he had been 
misunderstood but on December 15th 1961 the death 
penalty was decided. Eichmann appealed, but on the 
29th of May, 1962, the new judgment was decided and 
confirmed the earlier judgment, in all points. Only 
two days later Eichmann was hung, cremated and his 
ashes poured in the Mediterranean Sea.   
 
Dehumanization, deindividuation and group 
identity 
There aren’t many examples in Arendt’s report on 
Eichmann’s doings and his demise that can be 
mentioned as striking in accordance to how the 
psychological term of deindividuation has been 
explained and examined above. She only has a short 
reference to the uniforms of the publically visible 
officers of the S.A. and S.S. (brown shirts and black 
shirts, respectively). This use of uniforms within these 
two institutions had the same effect on the bearers and 
the general public as on the prison guards and 
prisoners we have dealt with in “The Stanford Prison 
Experiment”. One other reference is made to the mark 
the Jews were made to wear, distinguishing “them” 
from “us”; making them a separate group – the yellow 
star on a white background that, from 1939, Jews 
were made to wear on their shirtsleeves. We should be 
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aware though that deindividuation was a powerful and 
highly used tool within the Nazi regime. 
Arendt puts more weight on the term of 
dehumanization , than she did on deindividuation. 
When talking “business” about how millions of 
people were to be sent to their deaths, the Nazis – 
quite naturally – had to make use of a particular set of 
words to be able to psychologically distance 
themselves from the unfortunate and innocent masses 
and not go mad with guilt. They did this by using 
condemning words and very objective and detached 
synonyms so that “concentration camps” became 
“administration” and “extermination camps” were 
“economy” (Arendt, 1964: 69). Also, when having to 
work out the logistic of transporting millions of 
people, the number of Jews sent to each extermination 
camp was calculated in “absorptive capacity” (Arendt, 
1964:79). Eichmann himself, as mentioned earlier, 
referred to Jews and other renounced peoples as 
enemies of the Reich. 
When, in 1939, the Security Service of the S.S. was 
merged with the regular Security Service (including 
Gestapo), the whole “new” organization was divided 
into sections and subsections. The subsection of IV-B 
dealt with “sects”, meaning Catholics, Protestants, 
Freemasons, and Jews. (Arendt, 1964:70). Eichmann 
was appointed to the desk of IV-B4 – that is, the one 
dealing with the Jews. By putting the people who are 
liable to be exterminated into “categories” in this way, 
the people responsible for sending the subjects to be 
killed, would be distanced from feelings of sympathy 
and guilt, because the people in question, when put 
into such a category, would have become less human. 
 
Since he was a boy, Eichmann had been a member of 
several youth organizations; his groups. As he was 
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just a child at the time he was enrolled in the first 
organization, the Young Men’s Christian Association, 
(Arendt, 1964:32) and shifted from one to the other 
through his childhood and adolescence, it is possible 
that his character defining developments happened 
while in these groups, so that he never properly 
developed a personality of his own, independently, 
outside a group. 
We don’t have ground to claim that his upbringing 
made him a weak personality,  and would be in need 
of the support and relative safety within a group to 
flourish, but whenever he was on his own, without 
belonging to a group, he would wander aimlessly, 
never independently finding a way for himself. Even 
while living in Argentina he found that Nazi colony, 
as mentioned above, and spent much of his time there, 
so it is quite obviously that he didn’t thrive when on 
his own. 
When Eichmann enrolled with a new group, he would 
have to start at the bottom and make his way up, but 
since he was undeniably an ambitious man, he never 
stayed at the bottom, though he never made it to the 
absolute top either. His ambition and his diligence 
made him excellent at his job as transport 
administrator under the Nazi regime, and it is 
impossible to deny that he would from time to time 
need to think creatively to optimize the processes he 
was in charge of. It is unlikely, though, that he would 
have been capable or satisfactory in a higher 
commanding position, simply because he seems to 
have lacked the leading and critical thinking skills that 
such a position would require. 
In the question of his guilt, Eichmann never denied 
being accountable, and fully anticipated his death 
sentence, as mentioned above. He did, however, 
appeal the verdict, claiming that he had been 
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misunderstood. It is difficult to sympathize or even 
relate to this supposed misunderstanding, when what 
he had done was so undeniably clear; he didn’t seem 
to feel any guilt. It is a sentiment very similar to the 
one we found in “Lord of the Flies” when Roger 
pushed to rock that kills Piggy; there is no individual 
guilt. As Eichmann is so absorbed in this group 
mentality, he most likely feels that the responsibility 
lies not with himself, but with the group, or the nature 
of the group – the group being Eichmann’s reality, his 
life. He is nothing without a group. 
 
V. Discussion & critique 
Deindividuation and dehumanization  
We talked about dehumanization in a previous 
chapter, but how does this concept actually work? 
Surely calling someone a sheep doesn’t confuse you 
into thinking that they aren’t human and it wouldn’t 
make you incapable of recognising that your actions 
have negative consequences on the so called 
prisoners. So how does this then explain anything? 
Well, neuroscience has recently linked mirror neurons 
with empathy. Mirror neurons are neurons that fire 
both when you perform an action and when that action 
is observed. Meaning that when we see someone 
smile we don’t only realize that the person is happy 
but we actually experience some of the same feelings 
as if we were the ones smiling. (Marsh, 2012) 
This idea of empathy as something that is not only 
observed and understood but also felt, might be very 
important in preventing us from being hurtful. And 
maybe this is what dehumanization affects. It could 
explain how actions we normally wouldn’t or couldn’t 
do become quite possible. In our speculation, if these 
mirror neurons suddenly don’t fire because of 
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dehumanization we would be left with reason to 
decide whether something is right or wrong. It is 
possible that this change in how we would normally 
determine which actions are appropriate could 
surprise us and then maybe lead to an unfamiliar way 
of perceiving the world. This might then explain how 
we can get caught in thoughtlessness like we see with 
Eichmann and Zimbardo.     
Zimbardo talked about deindividuation as something 
that caused the guards to act evil. They acted like 
harsh prison guards and cruelly punished the 
prisoners. But many, as for instance Staub, have since 
challenged this idea of deindividuation as a catalyst to 
evil, in fact as they argue that it can even be a good 
thing. 
Philip Zimbardo rather vaguely describes 
deindividuation as if a person goes back to a more 
primitive state and reacts more irrationally and 
aggressively. However as we have seen this might be 
an over-interpretation of the concept. It would seem 
that deindividuation does enhance ones sense of 
freedom because you feel less personally responsible 
since any action made in a deindividuated state feels 
like an action of the group and not you personally. But 
does this sense of moral freedom lead to bad or evil 
behaviour? Or could it just as well cause one to 
behave better than normally. If deindividuation is 
when your actions are focused towards a behaviour 
accepted by the group rather than society as a whole, 
then the moral consequences would be positive if the 
group behaved better than you would have chosen to. 
If deindividuation lead to primitive and aggressive 
behaviour why don’t all groups act in this way? A 
study where the participants were dressed as nurses 
showed that their aggression decreased (page 166 
deindividuation project) it would seem that 
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deindividuation can cause groups to act or express 
their thoughts more vigorously. But it does not 
explain why you would act aggressively, evil or good 
in the first place. So if we think of deindividuation 
and dehumanization in relation to the bad apples, bad 
barrels discussion. The bad barrel theory isn’t much 
supported by either dehumanization or 
deindividuation they might explain how you can act 
horribly towards others but have nothing to do with  
the cause of the behaviour.  
 
Lord of the Flies 
The bad apple vs. bad barrel theory mentioned earlier, 
and Zimbardo’s discussion of the individual vs. the 
situation are the same. It is a very interesting 
psychological question of what is the more deciding 
factor when (we say) people do evil: is it mostly the 
present situation, as Zimbardo believed; where you 
find yourself, what has been done to you, and how do 
you feel compelled to act, or is it that people carry 
within themselves the desire to do evil; a desire which 
is suppressed by the norms of everyday civilized 
society, and which can surface when the opportunity 
is presented? We will examine and discuss the 
evidence of both these angles in our three literary 
pillars in order to see if a seemingly exact answer 
presents itself, or if it is too complex a question to 
have a closing conclusion. 
In our “The Lord of the Flies” there would be an 
obvious stressful situation which could be the cause of 
what happens between the boys; they were taken from 
the life they used to know and were meant to be sent 
to safety from a nuclear war. The fear and confusion 
these boys must have been feeling in the time leading 
up to the evacuation, being put on a plane with a 
number of other boys who they don’t know, and then 
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the crashing of the plane, you would think is enough 
to traumatize most of them for life. The fact that they 
crash on an unknown, uninhabited island, far from 
any adult guidance or authority, in regards to 
behavior, care, nutrition, only adds to the pressure 
these boys are under, having to find their own way in 
the unfamiliar environment. The sun over their 
tropical island is significantly stronger than they are 
used and it is very probable that they quickly begin 
suffering from malnutrition, dehydration and 
sunstroke; each of these things in itself making 
everyone less tolerant and considerate of others. 
Jack is the boy who – at first glance of the book – 
seems to be suggesting that the individual has 
something to say over the situation. In the beginning, 
he is actually rather close with Ralph, but after a 
while, he breaks away from the democracy that the 
boys have manage to put together, and needing to 
assert his independence, starts his own group. But 
Jack, as a character, doesn’t have any strikingly 
wicked or malicious traits, though he is the one who 
first displays the notion of dehumanization, by 
painting his face. He works more as a medium for 
Roger, who is the real bad apple of the bunch. 
Even from early on in the story, Roger is shown as a 
rather mean boy, throwing stones and sand at the 
younger boys. He is not a leader himself, but makes 
use of Jack’s rebellion in order to act out what seems 
to be his own preference for savagery and brutality. 
Tipping the rock that kills Piggy is a deliberate act of 
evil intent; it is a heavy thing that he needs a lever to 
move and any rashness of the decision should have 
had time to fade in the time it takes to make it fall. 
 
“Someone was throwing stones: Roger was dropping 
them, his one hand still on the lever. […] Now Jack 
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was yelling too and Ralph could no longer make 
himself heard. Jack had backed right against the tribe 
and they were a solid mass of menace that bristled 
with spears. The intention of a charge was forming 
among them; they were working up to it and the neck 
would be swept clear. Ralph stood facing them, a little 
to one side, his spear ready. By him stood Piggy still 
holding out the talisman, the fragile, shining beauty of 
the shell. The storm of the sound beat at them, an 
incantation of hatred. High overhead, Roger, with a 
sense of delirious abandonment, leaned all his weight 
on the lever. 
Ralph heard the great rock long before he saw it […] 
The rock struck Piggy a glancing blow from chin to 
knee; […] Piggy’s arms and legs twitched a bit, like a 
pig’s after it has been killed.” 
(Golding, 2011:199-201) 
 
Moreover, when the rock does fall, and kills Piggy, 
Roger shows no sign of remorse. However, as we 
have said earlier using Staub’s thoughts on group 
dynamics, no blame is put on Roger, as he is part of 
the group and the group accepts his act, shares the 
blame and denies the guilt. Moreover, the group takes 
up the act and makes it part of the nature of their 
group in planning to hunt down Ralph and kill him. 
Saying this openly without any of them having to feel 
guilt or remorse, because it is put on the group in it is 
entirety, makes the negative feelings too vague to 
trouble them individually. 
Stanford Prison Experiment 
The aim of Dr. Philip Zimbardo’s experiment at 
Stanford University was, as mentioned earlier, to 
study antisocial behavior and the effect of roles in 
people when they, supposedly, were left to themselves 
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without any ill-meaning influence. The setting of a 
(mock) prison was chosen in order to see how much 
the surroundings, i.e. the situation, affected how the 
voluntary participants interacted and if this negatively 
associated environment had a say in the 
developments. 
From the beginning the person who draws the most 
ambiguous attention to himself, is Dr. Zimbardo. In 
his book on the experiment, “The Lucifer Effect”, 
Zimbardo wants the experiment is to take place with 
no or as little interference from Zimbardo and his 
colleagues as possible, and that the guards were in no 
way encouraged or influenced to be abusive to the 
prisoners. However, in the documentary, “Quiet 
Rage”, he is heard saying:  
 
“You can create in the prisoners feelings of boredom, 
a sense of fear to some degree, you can create a 
notion of arbitrariness that their life is totally 
controlled by us, by the system, you, me… We're 
going to take away their individuality in various ways. 
In general what all this leads to is a sense of 
powerlessness” 
 (Haslam & Reicher, section: “Questioning the 
Consensus: Conformity isn’t natural and it doesn’t 
explain tyranny”).  
 
This along with the last, quite ambiguous rule on the 
guards’ rule list that we mentioned earlier on, would 
be a somewhat strong insinuation of which direction, 
Zimbardo wanted or expected the experiment to take. 
It is perhaps not as shocking how the experiment 
developed, if we focus on how Zimbardo set up the 
whole thing. We have gone over how he and his 
colleagues made up the surroundings to look as much 
as a prison as possible. He starts off by faking an 
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actual arrest, giving the participants chosen to be 
prisoners such a rough and realistic introduction to the 
whole thing. He even blindfolds them, which is going 
a bit further than you would expect from a real arrest. 
This insures that the ‘prisoners’ immediately realize 
the seriousness of what they’ve volunteered to do and 
their situation is already from then made a negative 
one. They are not given any guidelines as to what is to 
happen or what their role in the experiment is and 
they are kept in their role 24 hours a day, not once 
having a ‘break’ to go outside the ‘prison’. The 
guards, on the other hand, are given a briefing where 
Zimbardo, as mentioned, hints at the way they are to 
treat the prisoners; no physical abuse is allowed, 
however, it is implied that he expects the guards to 
make the prisoners feel as miserable as possible. The 
guards also only work shifts so when their respective 
shifts are over they go home to their regular lives. 
They are not being kept in their roles to the same 
extent as the prisoners, they get rest, food and a sense 
of freedom that the prisoners are deprived of 
throughout the experiment. 
The impact these preparations, regulations and 
differences have is quite obvious during the course of 
the experiment. The guards are able to distance 
themselves from the whole thing when they go home. 
The physical stress that the prisoners endure is a 
highly plausible reason for, or at least contribution to, 
how they act out, while the ‘breaks’ the guards are 
given provide them with the surplus energy to 
cooperate and communicate effectively and amiably 
with their fellow guards. It is a vicious circle where all 
the participants from the beginning were, unknown to 
them, being set up for a negative experience. As the 
prisoners grow tired from the sporadic and insufficient 
sleep, hungry from the poor meals they grow 
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frustrated with the guards as well as each other. The 
guards also feel frustration, but more in the sense that 
the prisoners are becoming troublesome and difficult 
to handle and control. They start feeling the 
exhilaration of the power they’ve been given and 
spurred on by the dehumanization and deindividuation 
techniques, Zimbardo made use of to distinguish the 
two groups from each other, they start exercising this 
power in the negative way that had been hinted to 
them. 
Undeniably, some guards are more creative and nasty 
than others, but it is not defendable to say that any one 
of them acts as the bad apple, the malevolent 
individual that made the experiment become as 
malignant as it did. Neither is there any one prisoner 
who we can rightfully say are significantly more or 
less good or bad than others. 
For the sake of the discussion, there are three 
individuals we can point out as interesting to our 
study: the guard Hellman, nicknamed ‘John Wayne’, 
the prisoner 2093, nicknamed “Sarge”, and prisoner 
416. 
‘John Wayne’ is by far the most creative and vicious 
of the guards, each time exceeding himself in coming 
up with news ways to punish the prisoners; he 
claimed to, prior to the experiment, to have planned to 
conduct an experiment of his own, to see how far he 
could go. This does not necessarily indicate evil intent 
or sadistic tendencies, but more a mindset which sets 
him apart from the group he is placed in. This presents 
us with a possibility of an individual power over the 
situation – that is, as a contradiction to Zimbardo’s 
general conception of situated evil. 
It is the same case with Sarge and 416; they both 
stand out from their group, resisting peer pressure and 
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group pressure differently from the other prisoners. 
 
Eichmann in Jerusalem 
As we have already, in regards to the case Adolf 
Eichmann, gone over, the evidence we have found 
points not to him being absurdly thoughtless and 
somewhat unable to see or comprehend what his work 
was leading to – on the contrary, we have seen how he 
visited a number of the death camps and witnessed the 
unwanted masses being exterminated. He even went 
as far as to say that one of his regrets “was that he had 
not killed more Jews” (Haslam & Reicher, section: 
“Conclusion”). 
Hannah Arendt’s theory on the “banality of evil” 
doesn’t seem to actually quite fit the picture of 
Eichmann that we have been shown. His 
thoughtlessness, his ordinariness, his modest 
intelligence simply does not correspond with the 
position he held and the results he attained. 
What seems more plausible in Eichmann’s case is 
nearer to what Haslam and Reicher argues in their 
article “Contesting the ‘Nature’ of Conformity: What 
Milgram and Zimbardo’s Studies Really Show”. 
Holding the position he did, it seems highly unlikely 
that Eichmann was the very simple man that Arendt 
makes him out to be. He may not have been a 
viciously calculating psychopath, but he certainly 
must have needed to know what he was doing, seeing 
the point to it and believing in it, wanting to reach the 
goal, i.e. the extermination of the Jews, gypsies, etc. 
Why he felt this way is not possible to answer, and to 
our study it is also quite irrelevant, but the point is 
that he did it, and as far as we have learned, he did it 
willingly, knowingly and creatively. 
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Something else which is also difficult to say about 
Eichmann is whether he can be classified as an 
individual in control of the situation, or if it is the 
other way around with him. There is not much doubt 
that the energy he put into his job and the ‘mechanics’ 
he worked out was of his own accord, but was it a 
choice that had been his to make or was it made for 
him? 
We have no reason whatsoever to claim that he 
would, in effect, have killed millions of people, had it 
not been for the world situation at the time; the war, 
the “Jewish question”, Hitler’s policies, Germany’s 
diminished state since the 1st World War. It is very 
defendable to believe that he would probably have 
done just as well in any administrative or 
organizational position which had his attention and his 
approval. In as such, it is difficult to classify 
Eichmann as either being an ‘bad apple’ or having 
been in a ‘bad barrel’. In our view of him, neither 
applies satisfyingly to Eichmann. 
 
General critique of subjects and sources 
The most pressing question at this point, looking at 
the things we have discussed so far is probably: what 
is the point in mentioning Hannah Arendt, if her 
theory of the banality of evil doesn’t seem to apply to 
her own chosen subject? We critiqued Zimbardo 
some, for setting up a situation that didn’t quite 
correspond with what he claimed to be researching, 
but we still agree that he was right in some of his 
assumptions; where does that leave Hannah Arendt? 
Hannah Arendt was a Jew, born in Germany, who fled 
with her family in the 1930’s. This is an obvious 
reason as to why we might suspect her of being 
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somewhat biased –possibly not knowingly – but it is 
plausible. 
There is no doubt that Hannah Arendt is a very 
intelligent and observing relater, and arguably more 
so than Zimbardo is. Arendt lays out the whole story 
of Eichmann, weighing this against what she sees, 
hears and perceives of him in the Court room. In her 
report she does at time interject her own meaning in 
what is being said and especially in what is not being 
said, she is very attentive and very credible in her 
narrative, as well as fair and critical. 
Zimbardo on the other hand seems, under scrutiny, as 
a somewhat unreliable source. His book is very 
colored by his own point of view, and he doesn’t seem 
to give space to incidents, hints or commentaries 
which might contradict his very firm belief in the 
situational power. He doesn’t discuss his standpoint, 
as Arendt does, and so comes across as somewhat 
one-sided. 
The fact that we have found that he contradicted 
himself on the quite essential point of influence in the 
experiment, as mentioned above, slightly undermines 
his credibility. It is understandable that he believes he 
has proven the importance of situational power, and 
tries to promote his case, but it seems as if he 
somewhat distorts the results to fit his perception, 
which seems misleading, and also is in no way 
necessary. The experiment certainly illustrates the 
immense power the situation can have on the 
individual; this is very clear from the prisoners’ point 
of view, when they start breaking down, getting 
depressed, accept their numbers as more valid than 
their names, and even go as far as to seek legal advice 
when the whole thing is a fake, made-up situation. As 
mentioned, the guards are affected by the situation; 
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we have already mentioned how one of them changes 
his behavior towards his girlfriend outside the 
university. We cannot deny that a lot of what happens 
can be explain by the situation Zimbardo created, but 
it is not justified to claim that everything is happening 
because of this. 
Something we have noticed, which is quite interesting 
is how well Arendt’s banality of evil theory fits quite 
well on Zimbardo himself. He seemed to get so into 
his experiment that he lost his objectivity and sense of 
reality. He seems to genuinely simply not have been 
able to see that what he was doing was, as we would 
call it, wrong. He has to be shaken awake by an hour 
long argument with his girlfriend, before he realizes 
the gravity of what he was doing, and was able to see 
the horror of it – the horror he had caused. And in his 
defense, he does also seem to feel very guilty about 
this, because even though he felt the experiment was 
necessary, his aim wasn’t to hurt his participants, as it 
on the contrary seems to have been the case with 
Eichmann, who never once doubted that what he had 
done, was right. Zimbardo seems to have simply lost 
control in his eagerness to see his brainchild through 
to the end, and not seen his wrongdoing until someone 
made it clear to him – and then he repented. 
 
VI. Conclusion 
Having examined our 3 subjects, ‘Lord of the Flies’, 
‘The Lucifer Effect’ and ‘Eichmann in Jerusalem’ we 
discovered that evil seems to be something we are all 
capable of. It might be a hard realization but 
experiments like Zimbardo’s mock prison show that 
evil is not limited to psychopaths or the downright 
nasty villains in movies. So what is it that makes us 
evil?  
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Zimbardo introduced the social setting as an 
explanation. He argued that if people were given a 
role like a prison guard and were subjected to an 
environment which promoted a deindividuated and 
dehumanized state in another group, the prisoners, the 
prison guards would inevitably end up treating the 
opposite group as if they weren’t human. And he was 
right; at least that’s what the Stanford Prison 
Experiment showed. However, as we have discussed 
earlier, Zimbardo was far more involved in the 
experiment than what he should have been. He wasn’t 
the fly on the wall, just noting and analyzing. He was 
right in the middle of it all and the people involved 
were guided towards a specific pattern of action.  
We have to look no further than the last rule in the 
Experiments rule set: “Failure to obey any of the 
above rules may result in punishment” (see 
attachment 1). This last rule does much more than 
telling the participants what they can do, it sets 
precedence for how they are expected to act. The 
deindividuated and dehumanized state most definitely 
worsen the situation, it partly explains why all of the 
prison guards act the way they do, but the evil is not 
derived from the deindividuated and dehumanized 
state. In short, deindividuation in itself doesn’t lead to 
evil it seems to be implemented with Zimbardo and 
his rules. 
Talking about how following rules can lead to evil, 
we have discussed how Eichmann defended his 
actions by saying the he had orders and that it would 
have been equally wrong had he not followed them. 
Eichmann was told that there was to be a final 
solution to the Jewish problem, but he was never told 
how exactly this final solution was to be put into 
action. Eichmann planned the transportation of the 
Jews, he was the one who had to be creative in order 
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for the solution to work. Much like ‘John Wayne’, 
Eichmann doesn’t seem be have been an especially 
bad person but he was especially good at being 
thoughtless, he seemed to be able to deliberately push 
away any thought of Jews as human beings.  
Golding shows this well in how his two groups in 
“The Lord of the Flies” conduct themselves; Ralph’s 
democracy and Jack’s hunters. It is not simply being 
in these groups or in this situation that makes the boys 
become more or less evil, something or someone has 
to start the fire, and then the deindividuated and 
dehumanized state allows the fire to spread within the 
group. 
 
VII. Perspective 
In our work with this project we have come across 
some interesting questions which we have not been 
able to answer because of the scope of our project, but 
which could be relevant in further work with ‘the 
Ordinary Evil’. This project centres much on how evil 
works in collectives and therefore an investigation of 
the individual could help to shape a better picture of 
predetermined evil in specific people other than 
thoughtlessness. Furthermore a research on hierarchy 
in groups and how much influence a ‘leader’ can have 
on a group and how it can help shape other people’s 
actions as a reflection of that ‘leader’.  
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ATTACHMENT 1: 
Stanford Prison Rule set (taken from ‘the 
Lucifer Effect’) 
 
1. Prisoners must remain silent during rest periods, 
after lights out, during 
meals, and whenever they are outside the prison yard. 
2. Prisoners must eat at mealtimes and only at 
mealtimes. 
3. Prisoners must participate in all prison activities. 
4. Prisoners must keep their cell clean at all times. 
Beds must be made and 
personal effects must be neat and orderly. Floors must 
be spotless. 
5. Prisoners must not move, tamper with, deface, or 
damage walls, ceilings, 
windows, doors, or any prison property. 
6. Prisoners must never operate cell lighting. 
7. Prisoners must address each other by number only. 
8. Prisoners must always address the guards as "Mr. 
Correctional Officer" 
and the Warden as "Mr. Chief Correctional Officer." 
9. Prisoners must never refer to their condition as an 
"experiment" or "simulation." 
They are imprisoned until paroled. 
10. Prisoners will be allowed 5 minutes in the 
lavatory. No prisoner will be allowed 
to return to the lavatory within 1 hour after a 
scheduled lavatory 
period. Lavatory visitations are controlled by the 
guards. 
11. Smoking is a privilege. Smoking will be allowed 
after meals or at the discretion 
of the guard. Prisoners must never smoke in the cells. 
Abuse of 
the smoking privilege will result in permanent 
revocation of the smoking 
72 
 
privilege. 
12. Mail is a privilege. All mail flowing in and out of 
the prison will be inspected 
and censored. 
13. Visitors are a privilege. Prisoners who are allowed 
a visitor must meet him 
or her at the door to the yard. The visit will be 
supervised by a guard, and 
the guard may terminate the visit at his discretion. 
14. All prisoners in each cell will stand whenever the 
warden, the prison 
superintendent, or any other visitors arrive on the 
premises. Prisoners 
will wait on orders to be seated or to resume activities. 
15. Prisoners must obey all orders issued by guards at 
all times. A guard's 
16. Prisoners must report all rule violations to the 
guards. 
17. Failure to obey any of the above rules may result 
in punishment.  
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ATTACHMENT 2: 
Ervin Staub: The Roots of Evil 
 
Relations between the individual and the group 
Individual often give up autonomy, responsibility, and 
decision making to their group and leaders. The group 
often helps people fulfill hopes and desires that they 
cannot fulfill in their individual existence. It hones 
desires for self-aggrandizement and its fulfillment 
through the group, partly because this enhances 
loyalty. Social identity often embodies hopes, desires 
and ideals different from individual goals and identity. 
In addition, giving the self over to the group can 
diminish a burdensome identity and give people an 
oceanic feeling of connectedness, of breaking out of 
the confines of the individual self. 
Can the relationship between individuals and the 
group change? It is important that people acquire a 
critical consciousness, the ability to see their group’s 
imperfections as well as strengths. Then their loyalty 
to the group may be expressed in attempts to improve 
it, rather than insistence on its virtues. Such critical 
loyalty may seem incompatible with the aim of 
strengthening the group as a community, but it is not. 
In well-functioning families the members can express 
their own needs and beliefs without rebellion, and 
conflicts can be resolved. The same can happen in 
larger groups. Close ties can provide security to 
oppose potentially destructive ideas and practices. The 
group may come to regard such opposition not as 
disloyalty but as service to itself. 
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ATTACHMENT 3: 
Emmanuel Kant: The Formula of the 
Universal Law of Nature 
Kant's first formulation of the CI states that you are to 
“act only in accordance with that maxim through 
which you can at the same time will that it become a 
universal law.” (G 4:421) O'Neill (1975, 1989) and 
Rawls (1989, 1999), among others, take this 
formulation in effect to summarize a decision 
procedure for moral reasoning, and I will follow them: 
First, formulate a maxim that enshrines your reason 
for acting as you propose. Second, recast that maxim 
as a universal law of nature governing all rational 
agents, and so as holding that all must, by natural law, 
act as you yourself propose to act in these 
circumstances. Third, consider whether your maxim is 
even conceivable in a world governed by this law of 
nature. If it is, then, fourth, ask yourself whether you 
would, or could, rationally will to act on your maxim 
in such a world. If you could, then your action is 
morally permissible. 
If your maxim fails the third step, you have a ‘perfect’ 
duty admitting “of no exception in favor of 
inclination” to refrain from acting on it. (G 4:421) If 
your maxim fails the fourth step, you have an 
‘imperfect’ duty requiring you to pursue a policy that 
can admit of such exceptions. If your maxim passes 
all four steps, only then is acting on it morally 
permissible. Following Hill (1992), we can 
understand the difference in duties as formal: Perfect 
duties come in the form ‘One must never (or always) 
φ to the fullest extent possible in C’, while imperfect 
duties, since they enjoin the pursuit of an end, come in 
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the form ‘One must sometimes and to some extent φ 
in C’. So, for instance, Kant held that the maxim of 
committing suicide to avoid future unhappiness did 
not pass the third step, the contradiction in conception 
test. Hence, one is forbidden to act on the maxim of 
committing suicide to avoid unhappiness. By contrast, 
the maxim of refusing to assist others in pursuit of 
their projects passes the contradiction in conception 
test, but fails the contradiction in the will test. Hence, 
we have a duty to sometimes and to some extent aid 
and assist others. 
Kant held that ordinary moral thought recognized 
moral duties toward ourselves as well as toward 
others. Hence, together with the distinction between 
perfect and imperfect duties, we recognize four 
categories of duties: perfect duties toward ourselves, 
perfect duties toward others, imperfect duties toward 
ourselves and imperfect duties toward others. Kant 
uses four examples, one of each kind of duty, to 
demonstrate that every kind of duty can be derived 
from the CI, and hence to bolster his case that the CI 
is indeed the fundamental principle of morality. To 
refrain from suicide is a perfect duty toward oneself; 
to refrain from making promises you have no 
intention of keeping is a perfect duty toward others; to 
develop one's talents is an imperfect duty toward 
oneself; and to contribute to the happiness of others an 
imperfect duty toward others. Again, Kant's 
interpreters differ over exactly how to reconstruct the 
derivation of these duties. I will briefly sketch one 
way of doing so for the perfect duty to others to 
refrain from lying promises and the imperfect duty to 
ourselves to develop talents. 
76 
 
Kant's example of a perfect duty to others concerns a 
promise you might consider making but have no 
intention of keeping in order to get needed money. 
Naturally, being rational requires not contradicting 
oneself, but there is no self-contradiction in the 
maxim “I will make lying promises when it achieves 
something I want”. An immoral action clearly does 
not involve a self-contradiction in this sense (as would 
the maxim of finding a married bachelor). Kant's 
position is that it is irrational to perform an action if 
that action's maxim contradicts itself once made into a 
universal law of nature. The maxim of lying 
whenever it gets what you want generates a 
contradiction once you try to combine it with the 
universalized version that all rational agents must, by 
a law of nature, lie when it gets what they want. 
Here is one way of seeing how this might work: If I 
conceive of a world in which everyone by nature must 
try to deceive people any time it will get what they 
want, I am conceiving of a world in which no practice 
of giving one's word could ever arise. So I am 
conceiving of a world in which no practice of giving 
one's word exists. My maxim, however, is to make a 
deceptive promise in order to get needed money. And 
it is a necessary means of doing this that a practice of 
taking the word of others exists, so that someone 
might take my word and I take advantage of their 
doing so. Thus, in trying to conceive of my maxim in 
a world in which no one ever takes anyone's word in 
such circumstances, I am trying to conceive of this: a 
world in which no practice of giving one's word 
exists, but also, at the very same time, a world in 
which just such a practice does exist, for me to make 
use of in my maxim. It is a world containing my 
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promise and a world in which there can be no 
promises. Hence, it is inconceivable that my maxim 
exists together with itself as a universal law. Since it 
is inconceivable that these two things should exist 
together, I am forbidden ever to act on the maxim of 
lying to get money. 
By contrast with the maxim of the lying promise, we 
can easily conceive of adopting a maxim of refusing 
to develop any of our talents in a world in which that 
maxim is a universal law of nature. It would 
undoubtedly be a world more primitive than our own, 
but pursuing such a policy is still conceivable in it. 
However, it is not, Kant argues, possible to rationally 
will this maxim in such a world. The argument for 
why this is so, however, is not obvious, and some of 
Kant's thinking seems hardly convincing: Insofar as 
we are rational, he says, we already necessarily will 
that all of our talents and abilities be developed. 
Hence, although I can conceive of a talentless world, I 
cannot rationally will that it come about, given I 
already will, insofar as I am rational, that I develop all 
of my own. Yet, given limitations on our time, energy 
and interest, it is difficult to see how full rationality 
requires us to aim to fully develop literally all of our 
talents. Indeed, it seems to require much less, a 
judicious picking and choosing among one's abilities. 
Further, all that is required to show that I cannot will a 
talentless world is that, insofar as I am rational, I 
necessarily will that some talent in me be developed, 
not the dubious claim that I rationally will that they 
all be developed. Moreover, suppose rationality did 
require me to aim at developing all of my talents. 
Then, there seems to be no need to go further in the CI 
procedure to show that refusing to develop talents is 
immoral. Given that, insofar as we are rational, we 
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must will to develop capacities, it is by this very fact 
irrational not to do so. 
However, mere failure to conform to something we 
rationally will is not yet immorality. Failure to 
conform to instrumental principles, for instance, is 
irrational but not immoral. In order to show that this 
maxim is categorically forbidden, I believe we must 
make use of several other of Kant's claims or 
assumptions. 
First, we must accept Kant's claim that, by “natural 
necessity”, we will our own happiness as an end. 
(4:415) This is a claim he uses not only to distinguish 
assertoric from problematic imperatives, but also to 
argue for the imperfect duty of helping others. (4:423) 
He also appears to rely on this claim in each of his 
examples. Each maxim appears to have happiness as 
its aim. One explanation for this is that, since each 
person necessarily wills happiness, maxims in pursuit 
of this goal will be the typical object of moral 
evaluation. This, at any rate, is clear in the talents 
example itself: The forbidden maxim adopted by the 
ne'er-do-well is supposed to be “devoting his life 
solely to…enjoyment” rather than developing one's 
talents. 
Second, we must assume, as also seems reasonable, 
that a necessary means to achieving (normal) human 
happiness is not only that we ourselves develop some 
talent, but also that others develop some capacities of 
theirs at some time. For instance, I cannot engage in 
the normal pursuits that make up my own happiness, 
such as playing piano, writing philosophy or eating 
delicious meals, unless I have developed some talents 
myself, and, moreover, someone else has made pianos 
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and written music, taught me writing, harvested foods 
and developed traditions of their preparation. 
Finally, Kant's examples come on the heels of 
defending the position that rationality requires 
conformity to hypothetical imperatives. Thus, we 
should assume that, necessarily, rational agents will 
the necessary and available means to any ends that 
they will. And once we add this to the assumptions 
that we must will our own happiness as an end, and 
that developed talents are necessary means to 
achieving that end, it follows that we cannot rationally 
will that a world come about in which it is a law that 
no one ever develops any capacities. We cannot do so, 
because our own happiness is the very end contained 
in the maxim of giving ourselves over to pleasure 
rather than self-development. Since we will the 
necessary and available means to our ends, we are 
rationally committed to willing that someone 
sometime develop talents. So since we cannot will as 
a universal law of nature that no one ever develop any 
talents — given it is inconsistent with what we now 
see that we rationally will — we are forbidden from 
adopting the maxim of refusing to develop any of our 
own. 
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ATTACHMENT 4: 
American Psychiatric Association: 
Histrionic Personality Disorder 
 
”The essential feature of Histrionic Personality 
Disorder is pervasive and excessive emotionality and 
attention-seeking behavior... Individuals with 
Histrionic Personality Disorder are uncomfortable or 
feel unappreciated when they are not the center of 
attention (Criterion 1). Often lively and dramatic, they 
tend to draw attention to themselves and may initially 
charm new acquaintances by their enthusiasm, 
apparent openness, or flirtatiousness… they may do 
something dramatic (e.g., make up stories...) 
Strong opinions are expressed with dramatic flair, but 
underlying reason are usually vague and diffuse, 
without supporting facts and details…  
Individuals with Histrionic Personality Disorder have 
a high degree of suggestibility (Criterion 7). Their 
opinions and feelings are easily influenced by others 
and by current fads. They may overly trusting, 
especially of strong authority figures… 
 
 
 
 
 
 
